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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Tuesday, May 21, 1991 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following pray
er: 

Our prayers cry out this day 0 gra
cious God, for those people who are 
confined without cause and who do not 
share the liberties we enjoy. We re
member especially the hostages who 
have been separated from their lands 
and from their families and those they 
love. May we ever keep them in our 
prayers that Your spirit will give them 
comfort and that they will know rem
edy and release. We remember also 
their families that they too will be sur
rounded with Your love and Your bene
diction. Bless them and us, this day 
and every day. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 

California [Mr. PACKARD] will lead us 
in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. PACKARD led the Pledge of Alle
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the Unit
ed States of America, and to the Republic for 
which it stands, one nation under God, indi
visible, with liberty and justice for all. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed· a bill of the 
following title, in which the concur
rence of the House is requested: 

S. 676. An act to provide for testing for the 
use, in violation of law or Federal regula
tion, of alcohol or controlled substances by 
persons who operate aircraft, trains, and 
commercial motor vehicles, and for other 
purposes. 

SALUTE TO THE FAIRNESS 
NETWORK 

(Mr. MAZZOLI asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, a year 
ago this past January, the Secretary of 
Defense issued a report on base closure 
in which he listed as one of the bases to 

be closed Naval Ordnance Station lo
cated in Louisville, my district. I felt 
that was not a fair decision based on 
the equities nor based on the work 
product at Naval Ordnance. 

Along with some of our colleagues in 
the House, specifically the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. BROWDER], the gen
tlewoman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE
DER], and the gentleman from Wiscon
sin [Mr. AS PIN], the chairman of the 
House Committee on Armed Services, 
we formed a group called the Fairness 
Network which, after a year, was able 
to put on the books, now the law of the 
land, new guidelines for base closure. 
Today, the base closure panel, chaired 
by our distinguished former colleague, 
Jim Courter of New Jersey, will be 
holding hearings. 

I just want to salute all those who 
worked in behalf of fairness and objec
tivity in this base-closure process. We 
now have an opportunity to downsize 
the military in connection with its 
needs but to do so in a fair and objec
tive way. 

STEALTH TECHNOLOGY SAVES 
LIVES 

(Mr. PACKARD asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr .. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, today 
we will continue consideration of the 
Defense authorization bill, and once 
again funding for the B-2 bomber has 
been cut. If there were any doubts as to 
the utility of stealth technology, our 
recent experience in the Persian Gulf 
should make anyone a believer in 
stealth. 

How important was stealth tech
nology in the gulf war? The F-117 was 
able to penetrate and destroy the most 
formidable Iraqi defenses without loss 
or damage to a single aircraft. With 
stealth, U.S. and allied forces achieved 
tactical surprise, giving our forces air 
superiority from the outset. This was 
crucial to the remarkable success of 
Operation Desert Storm. 

Perhaps the most beneficial and im
portant aspect of stealth technology is 
that it saves lives and equipment. As 
the gulf war demonstrated, stealthy 
aircraft require far less support to suc
cessfully complete a combat mission. 
By virtue of their invisibility to enemy 
sensors, stealth aircraft needed no de
fense suppression prior to attack, and 
no fighter escorts during their attacks. 
F-117 missions also required less tank
er support. These stealth aircraft were 

able to get in close to heavily defended 
targets and destroy them with great 
precision. Most importantly, far fewer 
stealth aircraft were required to com
plete their missions. 

What does all this mean? It means 
fewer U.S. airmen are put at risk when 
we use stealth. Fewer aircraft are lost 
when we use stealth. It means we can 
establish air superiority faster and 
more completely, reducing risk to sub
sequent air, land, and naval operations. 
To put it simply, stealth saves equip
ment and, more importantly, stealth 
saves lives. 

CIVIL RIGHTS LEGISLATION 
WOULD PUT END TO QUOTAS, 
JOB DISCRIMINATION 
(Mr. BONIOR asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, it is easy 
to engage in a politics that divides us, 
and plays on our fears. 

That has been the strategy the Re
publican Party has stooped to, pitting 
men against women, black against 
white, just to create a phony political 
issue. 

It is much more difficult to bring us 
together. 

But that is the job of leadership. 
That is what the Democratic Party 

has done in writing legislation that 
will be a major victory for fairness and 
equal opportunity for all Americans. 

With the package of amendments to 
the civil rights bill that will be intro
duced today, we will put both job dis
crimination and quotas out of business. 

For the first time, women will have 
the right to protection from discrimi
nation on the job. America will once 
again open the doors of opportunity. 

We will outlaw the use of quotas, and 
we will put the politics of fear and divi
siveness out of business. 

SUPPORT THE B-2 BOMBER 
(Mr. DANNEMEYER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, I 
have consistently supported the B-2 
program because I believe it is essen
tial for the United States to produce a 
new generation of strategic bombers to 
replace our aging B-52 fleet and com
plement the B-1 fleet. The need for a 
new long-range bomber capable of 
striking anywhere in the world is par-
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ticularly critical because of the im
pending closure of many of our foreign 
military installations. 

The performance of the F-117 Stealth 
fighter during the Persian Gulf war 
proves the tremendous utility in 
stealth technology in actual combat. 
Iraqi forces were unable to detect, 
track, and interdict Stealth aircraft. 
Stealth aircraft were able to penetrate 
and strike the most formidable Soviet
made air defenses in Iraq. Moreover, 
not a single F-117 was damaged or de
stroyed in combat. 

Stealth technology saves both lives 
and money. With Stealth, fewer air
craft are needed to complete a mission, 
exposing fewer of our airmen to harm's 
way. Sixty conventional aircraft 
manned by 132 airmen are needed to ac
complish the same mission as two B-2 
bombers manned by 4 airmen. Looked 
at another way, the combined procure
ment and 20 year operating costs of the 
conventional air package is $6.5 billion 
compared to $1.3 billion for the B-2 
package. Each B-2 may be expensive, 
but overall the B-2 package is a better 
value for the taxpayers. 

The B-2 combines the survivability of 
the F-117 with the range and payload of 
a B-52. The B-2 makes economic and 
military sense. It is time to build the 
remaining 60 B-2 bombers requested by 
the Pentagon. 

THE COST OF PROTECTING 
EUROPE 

(Mr. SMITH of Florida asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
is it not a nice round number, $2 tril
lion? Two trillion dollars, almost, actu
ally more than half of the total deficit 
of the United States. 

Can you imagine if we had that $2 
trillion back? That $2 trillion is what 
has been spent by the United States in 
the narrowest view, according to CBO 
sources in the narrowest view, for our 
maintenance of protection of our allies 
in Europe since the end of the Second 
World War, a burden that the United 
States taxpayers have paid for every 
single day of their lives protecting the 
Europeans from the possibility of being 
attacked by the Soviet Union-$2 tril
lion. 

If you took the broad view, it is ap
proximately $6 trillion that you have 
spent every day of your lives to protect 
the Europeans and, today, you are 
going to hear a discussion about bur
den sharing. 

The Republicans are going to tell you 
that if we want the European allies to 
pay their fair share of protecting them
selves, it is isolationist and it is pro
tectionist. 
· Let me tell the Members, folks, you 

could have made a lot of American jobs 
for $2 trillion, and it made Europe real 

fat and very safe, and the American 
taxpayers paid every dime for it. 

PHONY FIXES TO QUOTA BILL? 
(Mr. DELAY asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, quotas are 
not phony. They are real. 

Proponents of H.R. 1 are trying des
perately to win the support of skep
tical Members and are resorting to su
perficial modifications to do just that. 
Not only are the modifications phony 
fixes, but the proponents would have 
you believe that these so-called fixes 
are supported by the business commu
nity. Well, Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
know which business community the 
proponents are talking about because 
the phone calls and letters I have re
ceived from business men and women 
in my district are unanimous in their 
opposition to quotas and huge damage 
awards for title VII violations. 

Mr. Speaker, both small and large 
businesses oppose these fixes. Even the 
Business Roundtable, a consortium of 
over 200 businesses and corporations, 
oppose these fixes. In fact, AT&T 
Chairman and CEO Robert Allen, who 
also chairs BRT's Human Resources 
Task Force, is quoted in a May 9 state
ment by the BRT as saying, "as you 
know, we did not reach a basic under
standing on all the issues. Piecemeal 
amendments of the bill, therefore, can
not receive our support." 

Mr. Speaker, these modifications are 
not supported by the business commu
nity and I urge my colleagues not to 
fall for phony fixes. 

0 1010 

DEMOCRATIC BURDEN 
AMENDMENTS USE 
SENSE 

SHARING 
COMMON 

(Mr. DURBIN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, our budg
et challenge has put the squeeze on 
America. We have cut back on housing, 
adding thousands to the homeless rolls. 
We have nickeled and dimed education, 
leaving college students from working 
families with diplomas to read while 
they stand in the unemployment line, 
considering how they will pay off thou
sands of dollars in college loans. We 
have let our highways and bridges dete
riorate, knowing this neglect costs our 
Nation in terms of economic productiv
ity. 

We tell America to tighten the belt, 
but we tell our allies overseas that 
Uncle Sam has a bottomless wallet. No, 
we cannot afford to invest in America, 
but for 45 years we have found the bil
lions of dollars necessary to subsidize 

the defense of Japan and Europe. We 
have spent $40 billion in the last 10 
years to defend Asia while their econo
mies have flourished at our expense. 
We continue to protect Europe at a 
cost of over $100 billion a year from a 
Communist threat that has dis
appeared. 

Today, Republicans and Democrats 
on the floor of this House will have a 
chance to ask our allies to share in the 
same sacrifice Americans have made 
for years. President Bush calls it ally 
bashing to ask Europe and Japan to 
give up their American subsidies. I call 
it common sense. Support the Demo
cratic burden sharing amendments. 
Bring our military policy into the age 
of modern reality. 

CIVIL RIGHTS QUOTA ACT JEOP
ARDIZES SMALL BUSINESS OWN
ERS 
(Mr. IRELAND asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. IRELAND. Mr. Speaker, Ameri
ca's 19 million small business owners 
are essential to our Nation's economic 
well-being. Their creativity, innova
tion, and entrepreneurial spirit gen
erate 57 percent of all new jobs in the 
United States. 

Those jobs will be needlessly jeopard
ized if H.R. 1, the so-called Civil Rights 
Quota Act of 1991, is passed. 

Under this proposed law, if an em
ployer's work force is not an exact re
flection of the racial ethnic, and gen
der makeup of the neighborhood in 
which the business is located, he or she 
could be sued for unlimited damages 
and forced into bankruptcy. 

Nothing short of the true $150,000 cap 
on damages contained in the Michel 
substitute will adequately protect our 
Nation's smaller firms. 

Saying you are all for small business 
is easy. It's how you vote that really 
counts. 

Do not be misled by 11th-hour revi
sions to H.R. 1 that claim to meet 
small business concerns. Vote for the 
Michel substitute and against H.R. 1. 

ALLIES' FREE RIDE MUST END 
(Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota asked 

and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Speaker, today we will vote on a propo
sition that would get other countries 
to pay their fair share of the defense 
bill for the free world. Our country is 
spending over $100 billion a year de
fending other countries. And then we 
borrow money from our allies so we 
can pay for their defense. 

On the average, we take $400 apiece 
from every man, woman, and child in 
this country so that we can pay for the 
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defense of Japan, Germany, Italy, 
France, and others. 

The free ride is over. Our allies must 
start paying their fair share. 

Some of our friends say this is ally 
bashing. Isolationist, they call it. Well, 
those are the same tired whimpers we 
have all heard from the international 
big spenders. There is no limit to how 
much they want to spend, as long as it 
is for overseas defense activities. 

However, some Members say, ."The 
game is up." This country is choking 
on debt, in part because we pay every
body else's bills. We can no longer af
ford the free ride. 

We will have burden sharing amend
ments on the floor today to see who in 
this House will stand up to insist that 
our friends and allies around the world 
start paying their fair share. That is 
not isolationist. That is common sense. 
Let's put this country back on track by 
supporting real-cost-sharing agree
ments. 

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS SU
PERVISION, REGULATION AND 
INSURANCE OF THE COMMITTEE 
ON BANKING, FINANCE AND 
URBAN AFFAIRS TO SIT TODAY 
AND THE REMAINDER OF THE 
WEEK DURING THE 5-MINUTE 
RULE 
Mr. COX of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on Financial Institutions 
Supervision, Regulations and Insur
ance of the Committee on Banking, Fi
nance and Urban Affairs be allowed to 
sit during the 5-minute rule today and 
the remainder of the week for the pur
poses of marking up the administra
tion's comprehensive banking reform 
legislation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
IN RESPONSE TO U.S. LOSSES IN 
NATIONAL SECURITY TECH
NOLOGY 
(Mr. REGULA asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, today, I 
am introducing legislation, along with 
senior members from the Committees 
on Appropriations, Armed Services, 
Ways and Means, and Public Works, in 
response to U.S. losses in technologies 
needed for national security. 

A recent Council on Competitiveness 
report reveals that the strong across
the-board U.S. technological position 
of a decade ago has deteriorated sig
nificantly and the trends are running 
against us. 

Defense experts state that nearly 50 
percent of the high technology weap
onry used in Iraq was dependent on for
eign-produced parts. These products 
are based on U.S. technology developed 
in the 1970's but whose production was 
lost to foreign producers in the trade 
wars of the 1980's. 

Since October of last year, the group 
has met with industry, as well as Fed
eral officials, to structure a proposal 
that will effectively add national secu
rity concerns to Federal trade and 
commerce policy. 

Government must learn the lesson 
private industry already knows: It is 
not enough to develop technology un
less you can also transform the knowl
edge into finished marketable prod
ucts. 

Our bill will establish a workable def
inition of critical technology based on 
a machine tool definition, as well as 
permit private industry producing such 
products special consideration under 
our antitrust, tax, and trade laws when 
our national security becomes im
paired. 

The measure is GATT compatible. 
Mr. Speaker, I hope Members will 

join us in supporting this important 
measure. 

DAMAGE CAPS UNFAIR TO WOMEN 
(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, dur
ing Desert Storm American women 
were very proud of the strides they had 
made under their Government. When 
we looked at how the Kuwaitis and how 
the Saudis treated their women, we re
alized that we have come a long way. 

Let me just say, as we look at the 
civil rights bill, let Members not go 
backward. Let Members not have the 
United States adopt the Saudi and Ku
waiti way of putting caps on women. 
Rather, let Members treat women 
equally, as we have in the past. 

I think the pressure should be to try 
and get the Saudis and the Kuwaitis to 
act more like Americans, rather than 
have Americans act more like Saudis 
and Kuwaitis. 

Please, please reconsider the cap 
which really goes against American 
women, as they finally attain the right 
to civil rights. They will not be able to 
get full rights, and that is wrong. 

INVITATION FOR FURTHER FAST
TRACK DISCUSSION 

(Mr. DREIER of California asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, having heard the remarks of 
the distinguished ranking Republican 
on the Committee on Small Business, 

the gentleman from Florida [Mr. IRE
LAND], I cannot help but think of the 
importance, once again, of passage of 
fast-track legislation, which we will be 
considering later this week. 

Last night we had a very interesting 
special order with proponents and op
ponents of granting the fast-track pro
visions to the President, Ambassador 
Hills, and we will once again do that 
this evening. 

We have been successfully, I believe, 
addressing the concerns of agriculture, 
the environment, and labor. This 
evening we will do that again. 

I extend, once again, an invitation to 
those who oppose fast track, for I will, 
again, enthusiastically yield to those 
Members to raise any questions which 
they would like. Therefore, at the end 
of legislative business, I hope my col
leagues who have an interest in this 
fast track will join Members here. 

CONTINUE SANCTIONS AGAINST 
IRAQ-TRY SADDAM HUSSEIN 
FOR WAR CRIMES 
(Mr. LANTOS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
commend our Government for insisting 
that the trade sanctions against Iraq 
remain in place as long as Saddam Hus
sein is in charge in Baghdad. It would 
indeed be immoral and outrageous to 
have the "Butcher of Baghdad" allowed 
to be the architect of the reconstruc
tion of Iraq. 

Continuing the trade ban against 
Iraq-which of course prevents Iraq 
from selling its oil in international 
markets-is at this stage the most ef
fective way of forcing Saddam Hussein 
out of power. 

When that goal is achieved the Unit
ed States must lead in putting Saddam 
Hussein on trial before an inter
national tribunal for war crimes and 
crimes against humanity. I urge the 
President to join the many respected 
leaders around the globe who are de
manding a war crime trial for Saddam 
Hussein-who is responsible for so 
much suffering by so many. 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 
H.R. 2251, DIRE EMERGENCY SUP
PLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS 
FROM CONTRIBUTIONS OF FOR
EIGN GOVERNMENTS AND/OR IN
TEREST FOR HUMANITARIAN AS
SISTANCE TO REFUGEES AND 
DISPLACED PERSONS IN AND 
AROUND IRAQ AS A RESULT OF 
THE RECENT INVASION OF KU
WAIT AND FOR PEACEKEEPING 
ACTIVITIES AND OTHER URGENT 
NEEDS ACT OF 1991 
Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill (H.R. 2251) 
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making dire emergency supplemental 
appropriations from contributions of 
foreign governments and/or interest for 
humanitarian assistance to refugees 
and displaced persons in and around 
Iraq as a result of the recent invasion 
of Kuwait and for peacekeeping activi
ties, and for other urgent needs for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1991, 
and for other purposes, with Senate 
amendments thereto, disagree to the 
Senate amendments, and agree to the 
conference asked by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis
sissippi? The Chair hears none, and ap
points the following conferees, and re
serves the right to appoint additional 
conferees: Messrs. WHITTEN, NATCHER, 
SMITH of Iowa, YATES, OBEY, ROYBAL, 
BEVILL, MURTHA, TRAXLER, LEHMAN of 
Florida, DIXON, FAZIO, HEFNER, 
MCDADE, MYERS of Indiana, MILLER of 
Ohio. YOUNG of Florida, EDWARDS of 
Oklahoma, ROGERS, and SKEEN. 

D 1020 

IN SUPPORT OF THE CHENEY 
BUDGET 

(Mr. McEWEN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, the open
ing paragraph in the Wall Street Jour
nal editorial today says: 

The man who planned America's air cam
paign against Iraq, Lieutenant General 
Charles Horner, says the war taught him two 
main lessons: the importance of Stealth 
technology and the need to defend against 
ballistic missiles. 

So guess what the U.S. House of Rep
resentatives is trying to gut in this 
year's defense budget? Two things: 
Stealth and missile defenses. 

Mr. Speaker, today the House will 
consider the Cheney budget alternative 
to the armed services defense budget. 
It is the responsible defense budget, the 
one proposed by the President and sup
ported by the Pentagon, a defense plan 
that will maintain our strength while 
reducing the resources we commit to 
defense. 

The Cheney budget is the one oppor
tunity Members have to support 
stealth technology and the B-2 bomber. 

B-2 and Stealth does two things. No. 
1, it saves lives, and No. 2, it saves 
money. 

On the chart here we have the expla
nation of what is necessary in order to 
drop the same amount of ordnance. In 
order to send this number of fighters 
and bombers, you have to have the air 
escorts, you have to suppress the 
ground defenses and you have to have 
the refueling capability. The estimated 
cost for this actual package that was 
used in the Desert Storm operation is 
$6¥2 billion. 

Under stealth, you do not need the 
suppression, because they cannot see 

it. You can save money, save lives, and 
be more effective. 

Mr. Speaker, common sense says, 
support the Cheney budget. 

A TRIBUTE TO STATE 
REPRESENTATIVE CASTLEMAN 
(Mr. HUBBARD asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. HUBBARD. Mr. Speaker, State 
Representative Dick Castleman, a 
longtime friend whom I admired a lot, 
died Sunday, May 19, at age 64 at 
Humana Hospital in Louisville, KY. 

Last Friday afternoon, Representa
tive Castleman of Mayfield and State 
Representative Freed Curd of Murray 
were on their way back to western 
Kentucky after a meeting of a small 
business task force in Frankfort, our 
capital city in Kentucky. They stopped 
for coffee near Beaver Dam, KY, where 
Representative Castleman said he felt 
dizzy and lost consciousness. 

When I first moved to Mayfield, KY, 
in 1962, after law school graduation and 
service in the U.S. Air Force, I met 
Graves County Sheriff Dick Castleman. 
He served 4 years as sheriff, 20 years as 
Graves county judge/executive and had 
been Graves County's State Represent
ative since 1987. 

My wife Carol and I have been fond of 
Dick, Robbie and Christy Castleman 
for many years. 

An estimated 1,600 western Kentuck
ians came to Byrn Funeral Home in 
Mayfield from 4 to 9 p.m. yesterday to 
pay tribute to Dick Castleman and ex
press sympathy to his wife Robie, 
daughter Christy, and other members 
of his family. 

Today, a huge crowd, including about 
20 Kentucky senators and representa
tives and dozens of western Kentucky 
elected officials, is expected to attend 
his funeral in Mayfield. 

Two of Dick Castleman's best friends, 
Rep. Curd and Mayfield businessman 
Wilson Taylor, were both quoted in 
various media in Kentucky regarding 
Rep. Castleman's "honesty, diligence 
and long hours of work" as an elected 
official. Rep. Curd noted that Rep. 
Castleman "was very beneficial as a 
State legislator for western Kentucky 
by being a member of three key House 
of Representatives committees: En
ergy, Transportation, and Appropria
tions and Revenue." 

Dick Castleman was an outstanding 
Kentuckian who served efficiently and 
effectively as an elected official toward 
progress for Graves County and all of 
Kentucky. 

My wife Carol and I extend to Dick 
Castleman's family our sympathy. 
Castleman's survivors, in addition to 
his wife and daughter, include two sis
ters, Wilmoth Canter of Mayfield and 
Mary Ellen Dowdy of Flint, MI, and a 
brother, Raymond Castleman of Flint. 

SOVIET EMIGRATION LEGISLATION 
(Mr. HOYER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, yesterday 
the U.S.S.R. Supreme Soviet approved 
in principle the long awaited and far
reaching law on exit and entry. This 
action represents a significant im
provement over existing law and is a 
further step on the road to true reform 
within the Soviet Union. As Chairman 
of the Helsinki Commission, I am en
couraged by this step to conform with 
their obligations under international 
agreements including those reached 
within the Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe. I would also 
like to commend Chairman Feodor 
Burlatskiy for his efforts in ensuring 
passage of this much needed legisla
tion. This law is a milestone in secur
ing the full freedom of movement of 
Soviet citizens. 

However, Mr. Speaker, based on the 
latest draft of the law that I have seen, 
several sections fall short of inter
nationally recognized standards, in
cluding those relating to state secrets, 
personal financial obligations, and 
military service. I am particularly con
cerned that extensions of secrecy over 
the stated 5-year period could be a pre
scription for indiscriminate and arbi
trary visa denials in the future. 

However, we are encouraged by the 
establishment of an appeals process for 
those individuals denied permission. 
We would hope that these judicial proc
esses are fair and impartial and not 
made by secret committees behind 
closed doors. 

Mr. Speaker, it has been indicated 
that the full provisions 'may not go 
into effect until January 1, 1993. How
ever, it is imperative that the Soviets 
move now to alleviate the current re
fusenik pool of at least 150 families. In
dividuals such as Vasily Barats and 
Leonid Kosharovsky have waited far 
too long to excercise their right to 
leave. 

Mr. Speaker, let me once again say 
how pleased I am that this long await
ed legislation has passed and reiterate 
my hope my concerns are taken into 
account as the Soviet leadership moves 
to implement and further define this 
legislation. 

LESSONS FROM THE PERSIAN 
GULF WAR 

(Mr. HUNTER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, the war 
in the Persian Gulf taught us two basic 
things: one, that it is important, in 
fact imperative, to have the capability 
to shoot down ballistic missiles; and 
second, it is important, in fact impera
tive, to develop stealth technology and 
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the marvelous performance of our F-
117's in performing 30 percent of the 
early missions with just a couple per
cent of the Air Force inventory that 
showed us how vital it is to the sur
vival of our pilots and to the effective
ness of our military operation to use 
Stealth, and our biggest stealth pro
gram is now the B-2 program. It is a 
program that can save the lives of pi
lots while delivering effective force 
projection around the world. 

Our SDI program manifests all the 
technologies that we need to be able to 
move forward to shoot down ballistic 
missiles. 
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And, you guessed it, the House 

Armed Services Committee, and now it 
appears the House, is going to destroy 
those two important lessons and two 
important technologies that devolve 
from the war in the Middle East, 
stealth technology and SDI tech
nology. 

A "no" vote on this budget is re
quired. 

body that is in this business is a crook, 
but there certainly are a lot of them. 
They con a lot of unsuspecting sick and 
old people with faulty equipment and 
then they sock it to them with inflated 
prices. I am saying that not all of them 
do it, but many of them do. 

Medicare should be reformed, indeed 
all of America's health policies need to 
be reformed, and they need to be re
formed now. 

We need a national health policy, 
something that will be affordable to 
every American in this country, doc
tors, hospitals, drugs, and quality 
equipment program which includes 
prostheses. 

The American Medical Association 
says they are now on board, and cor
porate America is looking for a mod
ernization and a reformation of health 
care. I say we ought to all move to
gether to make it available to every 
American in this country. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a shame that we 
have 37 million Americans in the Unit
ed States of America who cannot afford 
Medicare. 

A VOTE AGAINST THE DICKINSON AMERICA GIVES; JAPAN, GER-
AMENDMENT IS A VOTE FOR MANY, KOREA, AND THE WORLD 
THE NATIONAL GUARD AND RE- TAKE 
SERVE 
(Mr. MONTGOMERY asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, 
the gentleman from Arizona spoke just 
a minute ago, and he said that we 
would go into the Committee of the 
Whole to consider the Armed Services 
authorization bill and that we should 
support the Dickinson amendment. 

What he failed to tell you was that 
actually the Dickinson amendment 
guts the National Guard and Reserves 
of this country. You ought to know 
about it, that all Members of this 
House do have reservists and guards
men, and if you vote for the Dickinson 
amendment, you are voting to cut the 
National Guard and Reserves. 

As General Schwarzkopf said on this 
floor the other day, the Guard and the 
Reserve in the Persian Gulf were mag
nificent. 

So I ask that you do not support the 
Dickinson amendment, you stay with 
the Committee. 

MEDICARE AND AMERICA'S 
HEALTH POLICIES NEED TO BE 
REFORMED 
(Mr. APPLEGATE asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Speaker, the 
Medicare and American taxpayers are 
getting bilked out of $2 billion for 
faulty equipment through telemarket
ing. Now, I am not saying that every-

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, Ger
man Chancellor Kohl Said yesterday he 
wants American troops to remain in 
Europe. Now, isn't that ducky? 
Wouldn't you? 

America spends about $160 billion a 
year to protect people overseas. We de
fend Japan, Japan sends us and sells us 
Toyotas. We defend Germany, they 
ship over Mercedes-Benzes. We defend 
Korea, and they ship over Hyuandais. 

America gives, gives, gives; Japan, 
Germany, and Korea and the world 
take, take, take. 

Mr. Speaker, the American taxpayer 
is sick and tired of doling out military 
welfare all over the world. They think 
Congress is stupid for doing it. 

Mr. Speaker, I say it is time to send 
them a bill; vote for the burden-sharing 
amendment today and let them know 
in no uncertain terms that the Amer
ican· people are sick and tired of de
fending Europe while they say many 
times, "Yankee, go home." You think 
about it. 

SOVIET EMIGRATION POLICY: WE 
SHOULD NOT RESCIND ANY 
TRADE BARRIERS WITH THE SO
VIET UNION NOW 
(Mr. SCHUMER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, yester
day the Soviet Union began taking 

steps to codify the free right to emi
grate and that, indeed, is a welcome 
step, something people in America 
have long waited for. 

But before sounding the trumpets 
and saying that everything is accom
plished, we have to be very careful. We 
first must see the language that the 
Soviet Union has proposed before re
scinding any trade agreements. 

For instance, on draft age, will they 
allow people to come and families to 
come who have children of draft age? 
The Soviet draft age is from ages 16 to 
27. How many families would leave a 
16-year-old behind? 

On State secrets, the Soviets charac
teristically use State secrets as a way 
to block key people from leaving. How 
long will those last? 

Finally, what kind of forum will 
there be for appealing family court 
consent decisions? Most of all, Mr. 
Speaker, these changes will not go into 
effect until 1993. 

Mr. Speaker, we should not rescind 
any trade barriers with the Soviet 
Union until all these questions are an
swered and the law is codified and writ
ten into law. 

EXECUTIVE SALARIES 
(Mr. KENNEDY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, our 
country is now in the midst of a biting 
recession. But you'd never know it by 
looking at the salaries of America's top 
executives: $18 million for the top gun 
at United Air Lines; $16.7 million for 
the head of Apple Computer; and $11.6 
million for the leader of U.S. surgical. 
The list goes on. Many of these compa
nies actually lost money last year. 

How much is enough? In an earlier 
era, when America was the world's un
disputed economic leader, top execu
tives earned just 25 times what the av
erage worker took home in wages. 
Today, the gap has widened to 85 times. 
In Japan, the gap is only 15 times; and 
in Germany, 23 times. 

In a different America, the people on 
the shop floor were as important to a 
firm's success as the people in the glass 
tower. In an earlier America, the for
tunes of all rode on the success of the 
corporation. But things are different in 
today's America. Last year, corporate 
profits dropped by 7 percent. Tens of 
thousands of Americans were laid off 
from their jobs. But CEO's gave them
selves a raise by an average of 7 per
cent. In today's America, top execu
tives build themselves huge golden 
parachutes, while average workers are 
thrown to the dogs of economic change. 
Some of our captains of industry are 
becoming nothing more than pirates of 
American commerce. 

Mr. Speaker, it is high time we re
turn to the corporate values that made 
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this Nation mighty: sacrifice, loyalty, 
commitment. Not looking out for No. 
1, but looking out for each other, and 
looking out for our Nation. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEARS 
1992 AND 1993 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). Pursuant to House Resolu
tion 156 and rule XXIII, the Chair de
clares the House in the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the further consideration of 
the bill, H.R. 2100. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur
ther consideration of the bill (H.R. 
2100) to authorize appropriations for 
fiscal years 1992 and 1993 for military 
functions of the Department of Defense 
and to prescribe military personnel 
levels for fiscal years 1992 and 1993, and 
for other purposes, with Mr. DURBIN 
(Chairman pro tempore) in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. When 

the Committee of the Whole rose on 
Monday, May 20, 1991, the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Con
necticut [Mr. GEJDENSON] had been dis
posed of. 

Pursuant to the rule the Committee 
will proceed as follows: 

First, the Committee will consider 
the amendment relating to the Presi
dent's defense budget, to be offered by 
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
DICKINSON] or his designee, which is de
batable for 1 hour. 

Second, there will be 1 hour of debate 
on the subject matter of 
burdensharing, followed by those 
amendments pertaining to 
burdensharing. 

Third, the Committee will then con
sider general amendments printed in 
part 2 of House report 102--QS. 

For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Wisconsin rise? 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I was 
going to rise to discuss the schedule 
with the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
DICKINSON], but the Chair has stated 
the schedule as I understand it. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, at 
this time I would like to inform the 
House that our minority leader, the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL], 
will be the designee to offer the amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair thanks the gentleman. 

It is now in order to consider amend
ment No. 1, printed in part 1 of House 
Report 102--QS. 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MR. MICHEL 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute. 

The text of the amendment in the na
ture of a substitute is as follows: 

Amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by Mr. MICHEL: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "National De
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1992 
and 1993". 
SEC. 2. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AUTHORIZA· 

TIONS. 
The provisions of H.R. 2100 as introduced in 

the House of Representatives on April 25, 
1991, are hereby enacted into law. 
SEC. 3. MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZA· 

TIONS. 
The provisions of H.R. 1208 as introduced in 

the House of Representatives on February 28, 
1991, are hereby enacted into law. 
SEC. 4. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY NATIONAL SE· 

CURITY PROGRAMS AUTHORIZA· 
TIONS. 

Amounts are hereby authorized to be ap
propriated for fiscal years 1992 and 1993 for 
national security programs of the Depart
ment of Energy in the amounts requested in 
the budget of the President submitted to 
Congress on February 4, 1991. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from Il
linois [Mr. MICHEL], will be recognized 
for 30 minutes and a Member opposed 
will be recognized for 30 minutes. 

Is the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
ASPIN] opposed? 

Mr. ASPIN. I am, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL] 
will be recognized for 30 minutes and 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
ASPIN] will be recognized for 30 min
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL]. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I should 
like to announce to the Chair that I 
would like to name the distinguished 
ranking minority member of the Com
mittee on Armed Services, the gen
tleman from Alabama [Mr. DICKINSON], 
to handle the time on our side in my 
absence, if I might. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. With
out objection, the gentleman from Ala
bama [Mr. DICKINSON] will control the 
time in support of the amendment. 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentleman from Alabama [Mr. DICKIN
SON] will control the 30 minutes of de
bate in support of the amendment be
fore the committee. 
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Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I will not take a lot of 
time expressing my support for the mi-

nority leader's substitute amendment 
because most of my colleagues are al
ready well aware of my views. This is 
not simply a mischievous Republican 
amendment, although I am afraid that 
many of my colleagues on the other 
side might dismiss it as such. Nor is it 
a proposed substitute for a secret B-2 
vote, an SDI vote, or a referendum on 
the total force policy rejected by the 
committee. 

The Michel amendment is about lead
ership; leadership about formulating 
and managing a coherent national se
curity strategy in a changing but still 
dangerous world. 

Regardless of what any one of us 
thinks about a specific provision in 
this bill, H.R. 2100 does not reflect any 
strategic world outlook. Putting par
tisanship aside, I do not believe that 
Congress, comprised of 535 elected indi
viduals, is well equipped to formulate a 
rational defense policy or strategy. We 
are good critics of the strategies of 
others, and we are expert protectors of 
our own interests. 

We are not, however, military plan
ners or national security strategists. 

The political process is at odds with 
any long term vision. It simply is the 
nature of the beast. Any policy that 
emerges from Congress is by definition 
a lowest common denominator solu
tion. We all know the adage that a 
good compromise is one in which none 
of those involved is happy with the 
outcome. 

Compromising on the decisionmak
ing process may pose acceptable risk in 
some areas of public policy, but not 
when it comes to the defense of this 
country. Taking a business as usual ap
proach in planning for our future de
fense needs at a time when defense 
spending is declining as dramatically 
as the world is changing would be irre
sponsible. History has unequivocably 
demonstrated this Nation's inability to 
competently and prudently build down 
its military forces, after World War I, 
World War II, Korea, and Vietnam. If 
Congress continues to address its cur
rent postcold war build down as a polit
ical lowest common denominator proc
ess, history shows that we will once 
again be putting ourselves at risk and 
waste. 

All of us in this Chamber can point 
to the Cheney-Powell defense budget, 
and be critical of something. I can. My 
colleagues can. But this is not the 
point. The point is that the Cheney
Powell budget request does reflect a 
long-term strategic perspective that is 
driven by fiscal constraints put on the 
Department of Defense and the admin
istration by this Congress and a chang
ing world. 

It does reflect the need for a balanced 
draw-down of our military personnel. It 
does reflect the continuing Soviet stra
tegic threat, while acknowledging the 
virtual disappearance of a threat of a 
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surprise ground atta.ck from Western 
Europe. 

There is a high degree of centralized 
planning and analysis that holds the 
various components of the budget re
quest together. The Cheney-Powell 
budget, which is embraced by the 
amendment offered by our distin
guished minority leader, is forward 
looking and does reflect painful, yet 
careful assessments of priorities in an 
environment of diminishing resources 
that have been forced on the Depart
ment of Defense by this Congress and 
by this House. 

H.R. 2100 reflects many of the De
partment's plans, some quite justifi
ably, but unfortunately, fails to offer 
any comprehensive strategic view of its 
own. That is the difference, and that is 
the problem. 

Leadership won the war in the Per
sian Gulf and leadership will ulti
mately dictate how well we build down 
our forces in the years ahead. Until 
there is some stronger indication of 
Congress' ability to assume a critical 
but responsible role in the national se
curity decisionmakin.g process, I be
lieve that the President, the Secretary 
of Defense, the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs are better able to define and pro
tect our national security interest. 

Mr. Chairman, I have received a let
ter from the President of the United 
States in support of the amendment to 
be offered, which is now being dis
cussed and offered by our minority 
leader, as well as a letter from General 
Powell. 

Mr. Chairman, the letters to which I 
referred are as follows: 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
WASHINGTON, MAY 20, 1991. 

Hon. WILLIAM L. DICKINSON, 
Ranking Member, Committee on Armed Services, 

House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN DICKINSON: The Na

tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 1992 and 1993 (H.R. 2100) as reported by 
the House Armed Services Committee fails 
to meet the needs of the Nation's defense. If 
I am presented the bill reported by the Com
mittee, I will veto it. 

With the changes in the Soviet Union and 
Eastern Europe, and with the limitations on 
resources available for national defense, we 
plan substantial reductions in the coming 
years in the size of the U.S. armed forces. To 
provide forces capable of meeting future 
challenges within the fiscal limits that 
American taxpayers can afford, we must 
spend funds available for national defense 
with maximum efficiency. There is no room 
for pork-barrel spending or politics as usual 
in Congress. 

The bill reported by the Committee termi
nated the B-2 Stealth bomber program that 
is vital to our defense in the next century. 
Also, despite the increasing need for effec
tive defenses against missile attacks, the 
Committee bill slashes funding for the Stra
tegic Defense Initiative, and especially the 
important Brilliant Pebbles program. While 
cutting funding for these and other crucial 
programs, the bill funds unneeded i terns such 
as excessive procurement of aircraft and 
other weapons systems. Finally, the bill pre
vents the reduction in the size of the Reserve 

and National Guard components of the 
armed forces needed for a carefully balanced 
and effective force structure. 

The bipartisan leadership of the Congress 
and I have agreed to limits on the amounts 
which we will spend in the next few years on 
defense. We must spend these funds wisely if 
we are to provide the American people with 
the armed forces needed to defend the Nation 
and its interests around the globe. I urge the 
House of Representatives to produce a bill 
that reflects America's real defense needs, in 
lieu of the bill reported by the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

Similar letters have been sent to the 
Speaker and Congressmen Michel and Aspin. 

Sincerely, 
GEORGE BUSH. 

CHAIRMAN OF THE 
JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF, 

WASHINGTON, DC, MAY 20, 1991. 
Hon. ROBERT H. MICHEL, 
Minority Leader of the House, House of Rep

resentatives, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. MICHEL: I am writing to provide 

my full support to the President's defense 
program for FY 92 and 93 which Secretary 
Cheney and I and all members of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff have been supporting in testi
mony. 

I want to assure the Members of Congress 
that the President's program is a very care
fully balanced program; one that is respon
sive to the changing geopolitical situation; 
one that is fiscally responsible; and one that 
is consistent with last year's budget summit 
agreement. 
It was not easy putting this program to

gether. Many tradeoffs were made; many 
programs were eliminated; and the force 
structure was reduced to insure that it could 
be fully supported and maintained. The re
sulting Base Force, as we call it, is the mini
mum force needed in each service to execute 
current national security policy and to pro
tect our Nation's interests around the wot'ld. 
It is finely tuned force and significant 
changes in the budget request will unbalance 
the Base Force. 

I am deeply concerned that some of the ac
tions being considered by the House would 
upset that fine balance. For that reason, I 
strongly reaffirm my support and the sup
port of the JCS for the President's program 
as submitted and for the Michel-Dickinson 
Amendment to the House authorization bill 
which reaffirms the President's program. 

Sincerely, 
COLIN L. POWELL, 

Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

I would ask a yes vote on the Michel 
amendment because it is prudent. It is 
necessary. It is common sense, and it 
reflects the best thinking of those who 
have the responsibility for protecting 
this Nation and not parochial inter-
ests. . 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support 
of the committee bill and opposed to 
the Dickinson-Michel substitute. 

Mr. Chairman, the basic problem 
with the Dickinson-Michel substitute 
is it offers the Cheney bill without any 
changes at all. The Cheney defense bill 
was put together before Desert Storm, 
so we have no lessons from Desert 
Storm in the Cheney bill at all. It was 

put together in the Pentagon last fall, 
during the time of Desert Shield. 

It was sent over here at about the 
time the war began. It reflects nothing 
that happened in the war. It is 
counterintuitive to think that we 
should have had a war deploying half a 
million people, 6 weeks of an air cam
paign, 100 hours of ground combat, and 
somehow it does not change anything. 

What is the matter with the notion 
that you ought to at least make some 
changes in the budget that the Presi
dent sent over, which was unrelated to 
the war that we have just had? This 
year the Committee on Armed Services 
focused very acutely on the procure
ment requirements in light of the 
changes in the Persian Gulf and, of 
course, in light of the changes brought 
about by the uncertainties in the So
viet Union. 

Based on the committee's hearings 
and careful analysis of the information 
that has been developed from them, we 
basically developed four guidelines, 
four basic guidelines that have been 
used as a foundation to help us make 
decisions on this military of the future. 
And I would like to talk about them in 
the context of the kind of programs 
that we have. 

First of all, it must be noted that the 
Cheney budget still has some problems 
making the out year budget numbers. 
CBO reports that, in fact, about 40 bil
lion dollars' worth of excess spending is 
built into the Cheney budget. 

We have programs that, if you con
tinue the Cheney budget, we will be 
over the budget numbers by about $40 
billion at the end of this decade. Where 
are we going to get the money? Where 
are we going to get the money? 

What we do is try to adjust that. 
What we do is say, let us stop funding 
the B-2 after 15 planes. Let us make 
sure that we have an SDI Program that 
is geared toward fiscal responsibility as 
well as defending the United States 
from the immediate threats of ballistic 
missiles. 

A smaller scale SDI Program, cutting 
the funding from the B-2 after 15 
planes, all of this is to try and make 
the budget fit with the expectation 
that we are not going to get much in
crease in defense spending, that what
ever the defense spending we get at the 
end of this 5-year current budget agree
ment is, that is what we are going to 
have to live with, in which case the 
Cheney budget is underfunded; CBO 
says it's underfunded by about $40 bil
lion per year in the mid-1990's. 

The second principle that we apply 
here in putting together this budget is, 
we should continue to improve our con
ventional capabilities. The success of 
our forces in Operation Desert Storm 
reinforces the need to enhance our de
fensive capabilities and provide for 
troop survivability. 

Here the procurement action includes 
additional funds to buy improved Pa-
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triot missiles, institution of a program 
to enhance survivability of the Bradley 
fleet, additional funding to remanufac
ture F-14A aircraft, additional funds 
for more SLAM standoff weapons, and 
funds to rewing and modify the Navy's 
A--6 aircraft. 

The third principle that we adopted 
is that we should adopt more rigorous 
standards for decisions to proceed or to 
continue with procurement programs. 
In essence, we should take the time to 
design and test weapons the right way 
before we invest heavily in them 

What is reflected in our bill in that 
principle is some special access pro
grams and changes that we made in the 
C-17 transport aircraft program. 

Finally, and perhaps most impor
tantly, we should hedge against uncer
tainties. We must be ready to counter 
any changes in current trends. 
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Specifically we know that we need to 

enhance current equipment as we de
velop the next generation of equip
ment. In this context, the committee 
recommendation is additional funds for 
continued modernization of Guard and 
Reserve forces, reinstating the tank 
upgrade programs, additional funds for 
procurement of AHIP helicopters, and 
direction to extend the multiyear con
tract for the F-16 through fiscal year 
1994. 

Mr. Chairman, that is basically the 
outline of our program. The trouble 
with throwing out all the work the 
committee has done and going back to 
the Cheney budget at this point is two 
things. No. 1, the Cheney budget has 
problem&-as we discussed at our hear
ings and as CBO has laid out-with its 
funding in the long term after the 5-
year period. It has an annual $40 billion 
bulge it has to deal with. The Cheney 
budget does not address that. We think 
we address that in our budget. 

Second, the Cheney budget was con
cocted, conceived, put together, and set 
up, before Desert Storm. If we go back 
and vote for the Cheney budget, it is as 
if Desert Storm never happened. 

We spent a lot of time in our hearing 
trying to incorporate some of the les
sons learned from Desert Storm and in
corporate them into our bill. If Mem
bers have objection to what the com
mittee has done, they have an oppor
tunity to offer specific amendments to 
that bill and to vote on those specific 
amendments. To come in with the idea 
of just going all . the way back to the 
Cheney budget, I think at this point is 
irresponsible. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3% minutes to the very distin
guished and capable gentleman from 
California [Mr. HUNTER]. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, let me 
take on a point or two that was just 
made by the chairman of the commit-

tee. The last point of the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. ASPIN] was that 
the Cheney budget, and I think it is 
more appropriate to say the Cheney
Powell-Schwarzkopf budget, does not 
take into consideration the lessons of 
Desert Storm. 

What were the lessons of Desert 
Storm? I think the two most important 
lessons of Desert Storm were that 
stealth is extremely valuable, that it is 
very cost effective, and that it is mili
tarily effective. Second, that it is im
portant to be able to shoot down in
coming ballistic missiles. 

We saw that manifest itself for the 
first time with the Scud missiles, 
which are ballistic missiles, being hit 
by other missiles, the Patriot system, 
over the sands of the Middle East. 

Whose budget recognizes those les
sons that were derived from Desert 
Storm? The administration's request 
for stopping missiles, that is, SDI, and 
that includes stopping fast missiles as 
well as slow missiles, was $5.1 billion. 
The committee's recommended author
ization was only $2.7 billion, plus $857 
million, or less than a billion dollars, 
for theater ballistic missile defense 
systems. 

So the point was the grand lesson of 
the Middle East, that is, that we now 
live in an age of missiles, and we have 
other nations like Pakistan, China, 
Iran, Brazil, and Argentina proliferat
ing ballistic missiles, and we have to 
learn to stop missiles if we are going to 
discharge our constitu'tional respon
sibility to protect our people and mili
tary. That was a lesson of the Middle 
East. The committee budget disregards 
that lesson. 

Mr. Chairman, it is the Cheney
Schwarzkopf-Powell budget that recog
nizes that lesson and puts in $5.1 bil
lion for development and research in 
stopping missiles. That is what the 
American people want. 

Mr. Chairman, I think if they look at 
the leadership of those people that ran 
this war, and that under the new sys
tem, look at the fact that General 
Schwarzkopf, as commander in chief of 
the Central Command, has input into 
this budget, just like other command
ers in chief, the other CINC's, we see 
now our warfighting people, our war
riors in the field, are the people that 
put together the Cheney budget. Not 
Congressmen, not people like myself 
and others, with constituents' requests 
that include considerations like jobs, 
but simply people who are out there 
fighting for American security, who 
have only one interest and only one 
constituent, and that is an effective 
fighting force. 

Mr. Chairman, let me just relay the 
list of countries that presently are en
gaged in developing ballistic missiles. 
This is why we have $5.1 billion in the 
SDI account in the Cheney budget. 

We have Iraq, which has, I would say, 
a limited inventory at this time be-

cause of the Patriot missile system; 
China, which is proliferating a new 
ICBM and selling it all over the world; 
Libya, Iran, Argentina, Brazil, North 
Korea, Pakistan, and Syria. 

All of those countries are proliferat
ing ballistic missiles, and we in the 
U.S. Congress are not learning the les
son, that it is going to be important for 
us to stop them. 

Mr. Chairman, lastly let me simply 
say the concept of Stealth has been 
validated in the Middle East, and that 
is another important lesson that we 
are ignoring by destroying the B-2 pro
gram in this particular budget. The 
fact that you can send out aircraft, 
have them hit their target with preci
sion, and come back with pilots and 
crew intact, is a very, very valuable 
lesson for the United States. Assets 
that can do that are very, very valu
able assets. 

Mr. Chairman, let me just conclude 
on this serious note. Stealth will save 
lives in the future and will protect 
American power with a minimum of 
American losses. That is why we need 
the B-2 that is in the Cheney budget. It 
is not in the committee budget. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Mis
souri (Mr. SKELTON]. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to speak against the amendment. 
This amendment goes really to the 
heart of the legislative process. Our 
committee has done a great deal of 
work, had a series of hearings, and 
much effort has been put into it, not 
the least of it some of my personal ef
fort in some of these areas. 

Mr. Chairman, what I want to stress 
more than anything is that this is not 
a B-2 amendment. I am for the B-2. 
This country needs the B-2 Stealth 
bomber, without question. I know that 
sooner or later we will have that tech
nology and we will have that weapons 
system as part of our national security 
and our national defense. 

Mr. Chairman, this is buying far 
more than that. There will be the right 
time to discuss and to obtain the B-2 
system, and I know that will come to 
pass. 

But let me point out a few of the 
problems that this particular amend
ment posed for us on the committee. 

It would not fund the SDI system at 
our level. It would have far more, and 
I think probably funded in such a way 
as would not be productive in attempt
ing to defend ourselves against these 
possible threats. Also our bill puts the
ater missile defense in its own office. 
This is a lesson we have learned from 
Desert Storm. 

Mr. Chairman, our bill in particular 
has positive measures that are left out 
of this amendment. We extend the F-16 
line. We upgrade the M-1 tanks. This is 
so terribly important. We cannot stop 
that type of production, because we 
saw the importance of those in Desert 
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Storm and how well they worked with 
our young men in the desert against 
the Iraqi forces. 

Our bill continues support for the V-
22, which quite honestly looks like it is 
a situation where it is cheaper than the 
alternative plan, one that we have 
looked at extensively, and is a positive 
part of our bill. 

Mr. Chairman, we upgrade the Brad
ley fighting vehicles, which we know 
were an integral part of Desert Storm. 
They can be made better for any future 
conflicts. Also research and develop
ment funds were increased for mine 
and barrier neutralization. 
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If we learned anything in Desert 

Storm and in the Persian Gulf, we see 
that we need areas such as the mine 
and barrier neutralization, work in re
search and development, because many 
of the casualties that we received by 
our forces over there were in this area, 
and to accept this amendment would 
throw out all of that work by our com
mittee. 

We should not be led to believe that 
this is a B-2 amendment. Give us the 
time and the place for the B-2, that 
will come to pass, but this is not the 
place nor the vehicle to get it. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY]. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to rise on 
behalf of the Michel amendment and to 
speak on behalf of the right of the De
partment of Defense to plan a restruc
turing of our Nation's defense for the 
future of this Nation's security with
out parochial congressional meddling. 

This Congress has repeatedly over 
the last several years, and clearly indi
cated its intention for the next several 
years, asked the Pentagon to take the 
reductions in spending. The Pentagon 
has done so. It stood up to the plate 
and it said, "We will accept our share 
of the responsibility for spending re
ductions in order to control this mas
sive deficit problem this Nation faces," 
and they have done so with greater 
good humor, with greater willingness 
to go to work on the problem, with less 
footdragging and less complaining than 
virtually any other agency represent
ing any other sector of the budget or 
any other Member of Congress rep
resenting any parochial interest. 

The Secretary of Defense has put to
gether a plan that allows us to reduce . 
the overall size of the military, in
crease its technological and strategic 
ability relying on the single greatest 
advantage in defense that this Nation 
has, superior technology, technology 
that has allowed us in the Middle East 
just recently to do greater harm to an 
enemy with less damage to our own 
troops and to innocent civJlians than 

at any time in any military conflict in 
the history of the world. 

Relying on the technology in this 
plan proposed by the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. MICHEL], we emphasized 
that technology with the B-2, with 
strategic defense initiative, with the 
planning and the coordinated efforts of 
the Pentagon, realizing that they must 
scale down and do so in an intelligent 
manner that maximizes our strength, 
we have an opportunity today, if we 
vote for the Michel effort, to put stra
tegic planning ahead of parochial in
terests. 

I say vote for the Michel amendment. 
Give our Pentagon and our defense a 
chance. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the Michel 
amendment. Among other things, the Michel 
amendment will correct one of the most glar
ing flaws in the committee bill: The provision 
effectively killing the B-2 Stealth bomber. 

The committee decided to kill the bomber 
against the strong wishes of the President, the 
Secretary of Defense, the Air Force leader
ship, and the air commanders who won the 
Persian Gulf war. It is, in my judgment, a high
ly irresponsible position. 

The issue involved is quite basic: Do we 
need a manned bomber or don't we? For if we 
do not build the B-2 Stealth bomber, then 
early in the next century, we will find ourselves 
without an effective bomber force for the first 
time in the modern age. 

Right now, our bomber force consists of 8-
2's and B-1 B's. As early as 1993, this force 
will be reduced to 200 aircraft, half of which 
will be over 30 years old. By the year 201 0, 
even the youngest B-52's will be over 50 
years old-older than the fathers of the men 
who would fly them. Those still in operation 
will be virtually useless. That will leave us with 
less than 1 00 B-1 's, far too few to serve the 
nuclear deterrence role, let alone be available 
for conventional operations. 

Our Nation cannot afford to be in such a sit
uation. Like control of the seas, the ability to 
penetrate an adversary's air space is a basic 
military capability that the United States al
ways will need to maintain. 

Any war or threat imaginabl~from a full
scale nuclear showdown-now unlikely-to a 
major ground war to a smaller Third World 
conflict-will all require a heavy bomber. In
deed, we have used our B-52's in nearly 
every major military operation since they came 
on the flight line. They saw action in Vietnam 
and Iraq. They were prepared for action in 
every incident from the Cuban missile crisis to 
the Iranian hostage crisis. To recognize the 
value of heavy bombers in the past, and then 
to kill the B-2 and leave us without a signifi
cant bomber force, is an untenable stand. We 
would be highly irresponsible to leave our suc
cessors in that position. 

Let me address the issue of cost, the only 
objection that can be raised against the B-2. 
Contrary to the impression given by various 
disarmament groups, the Stealth bomber is 
not an unusually expensive weapons system. 
Even during its peak funding year, it will ab
sorb a smaller portion of the defense budget 
than any of its predecessors, including the B-
1, the B-52, the B-47, and the B-36. We 

have always been willing to pay for this essen
tial military capability and we should continue 
to do so. Moreover, we will spend more 
money on at least five other Defense pro
grams in the years ahead. If we are willing to 
sink billions into such programs as the AEGIS 
cruiser or the Seawolf submarine, systems 
that add to existing capabilities, we should be 
willing to save our manned bomber force from 
virtual extinction. 

Finally, we have already invested a high 
amount in the B-2, money which we will not 
recover if we terminate the program. If the 
Congress votes to kill the B-2, it will be voting 
to throw $36 billion down the drain. That 
would be unwise. 

Let me say in closing that this is not an 
easy vote for me. The V-22 Osprey and the 
F-16, programs that I strongly support, would 
both be greatly reduced if this amendment 
were enacted in full. It is my hope and expec
tation that by the time this legislation process 
is completed, these weapons systems will re
ceive the necessary funding. Nevertheless, I 
have chosen to vote for the Michel amend
ment as an expression of my support for the 
B-2 and the strategic defense initiative, and I 
urge my colleagues to do the same. 

An invisible plane is a good thing to have. 
Vote "yes" on the Michel amendment. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. HUTTO]. 

Mr. HUTTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the committee bill as re
ported. I do not take this position 
lightly-there are numerous provisions 
in the Cheney budget that make good 
sense and will eventually save money. 
However, many of these new and inno
vative provisions have not been fully 
developed and, in my view, require 
more time to mature. World events 
have changed many of the parameters 
in which the Department of Defense 
must operate. I believe it is the respon
sibility of Congress to make the nec
essary adjustments in this defense 
budget that reflect the reality of these 
changing world events. 

The success this Nation achieved dur
ing the gulf war is directly attributable 
to the state of readiness of our Armed 
Forces. This state of readiness could 
not have been possible without the at
tention Congress has placed on. readi
ness during the past several years. The 
active role of tlie Committee on Armed 
Services, and the Readiness Sub
committee, is, I believe, responsible for 
this increased attention. 

In formulating the committee's rec
ommended budget request, the Readi
ness Subcommittee, which I chair, held 
over 15 separate hearings. During these 
hearings, the committee heard from all 
levels of the Defense Department, ex
perts from the General Accounting Of
fice, and other qualified witnesses dur
ing our review of the administration's 
request. 

Mr. Chairman, the committee budget 
recommendation contains several bene
ficial provisions. The Readiness Sub
committee has provided additional 
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funding for the rapid deployment of 
special operations forces which were 
extensively employed during the gulf 
war. The subcommittee fully funded 
the readiness and training for the re
serve end-strength restoration con
tained in the committee recommenda
tion. The subcommittee continues its 
attack on the problem of nearly $35 bil
lion of excessive inventories. The sub
committee included additional specific 
funds for improved quality of life 
projects for Navy personnel and their 
families in the Mediterranean region. 
The department's request for environ
mental restoration was fully funded, 
and we generally supported the admin
istration's request for drug interdic
tion. The subcommittee restored fund
ing to the Air Force Junior ROTC to 
ensure this program continues to in
still leadership values in our Nation's 
high school students. 

One of the major adjustments the 
subcommittee has recommended calls 
for long needed improvements in chem
ical warfare equipment and training. 
Our experiences in the gulf war have 
brought these deficiencies to our atten
tion. 

The subcommittee acted to protect 
the logistics and supply infrastructure 
of the Department of Defense by pro
tecting depot workload and preventing 
premature supply center consolida
tions. The Readiness Subcommittee 
continued this year to reduce levels of 
foreign national employees and forced 
the development of a more orderly re
duction and coherent management of 
American workers in the Department 
of Defense. 

Another major adjustment to the ad
ministration's request is the denial of 
the defense business operating fund, or 
DBOF. There is no argument with the 
concept of identifying costs and saving 
money and operating the Department 
of Defense in a more businesslike man
ner. However, every admiral, general, 
and assistant secretary, except one, 
who was asked to explain the DBOF 
and its impact, could not. Most of 
these high-level defense managers stat
ed they were not consul ted during the 
formation of the DBOF. The General 
Accounting Office testified that ade
quate controls and systems were not in 
place to allow for this restructuring of 
the budget. Based on all of these uncer
tainties, the committe recommended 
the DBOF not be implemented until 
our concerns are addressed. 

Mr. Chairman, the committee rec
ommendation is more attuned to the 
environment in which DOD must oper
ate and fiscal realities. The commit
tee's recommendation recognizes that 
our Armed Forces must be well trained 
and equipped, flexible, and ready to 
meet any contingency anywhere in the 
world, and reflects what we believe will 
continue to maintain the readiness of 
our forces during the coming pivotal 
years for the Department of Defense. 

I urge all of my colleagues here today 
to continue the support they have 
shown for our Armed Forces and main
tain an acceptable level of readiness 
that is contained in this bill. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the very distin
guished gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DELAY], who is not a member of the 
committee but who is very vitally con
cerned with our national interests. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, the majority's defense 
strategy reminds me of the old Carter 
defense strategy. Just as Carter had no 
credibility in defense, so does the ma
jority in this House have no credibility 
in defense. 

The majority must be upset because 
they could not micromanage Desert 
Storm, so they are going to try to 
micromanage the defense builddown. 

I respectfully submit that the major
ity's defense will cost lives, civilian 
lives as well as military lives. Stealth 
technology has proven to save lives on 
both sides of the battle lines, yet the 
majority wants to stop the Stealth B-
2 bomber. 

SDI will save American civilian lives. 
Not protecting American families from 
missile attacks is immoral. 

The way the majority wants to im
plement total force drawdown will cost 
military lives. The majority cut four 
active-duty personnel for every reserv
ist. Now, we have to have a highly mo
bile defense structure. Can you imagine 
how many lives would have been lost if 
we had a force structure envisioned by 
the majority and Saddam Hussein at
tacked Saudi Arabia while we waited 
to mobilize the reserves? 

As we witnessed in the debate yester
day, the majority's vision of defense is 
to negotiate with our enemies while we 
cut the very heart out of our military, 
all the while keeping unwanted weap
ons systems for our own congressional 
districts. 

The Michel substitute is an objective, 
reasoned military drawdown and 
builddown. The Michel substitute saves 
lives. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for the 
Michel substitute. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DELLUMS]. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Chairman, members of the com
mittee, I rise in opposition to the Dick
inson substitute, and I do so in my ca
pacity as chair of the Research and De
velopment Subcommittee. 

I think adoption of this amendment 
certainly has specific consequences for 
the changes made by the Subcommit
tee on Research and Development. But, 
before I attempt to enumerate in the 
few minutes that I have remaining 

some of the specific consequences of 
the adoption of this substitute for 
changes made in R&D, I would just like 
to respond to an argum~nt made by a 
couple of my colleagues who have pre
ceded me in the well. 

Mr. Chairman, I would think that the 
argument that the Committee on 
Armed Services, indeed, the House of 
Representatives is engaging in 
micromanagement of the administra
tion's request is a rather disingenuous 
argument, because if you take the ar
gument of micromanaging and paro
chial interest to the logical conclusion, 
one would ask what then is the role of 
the Congress of the United States. Why 
not simply eliminate us? If the only 
function here is to take the adminis
tration's request verbatim, bring it to 
the floor and adopt it, then why are we 
being paid? 
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We have a responsibility to evaluate 

and to assess. We have a responsibility 
to bring our political concerns, our fi
duciary responsibilities to bear on that 
budget. We have done so. 

To adopt the Dickinson amendment, 
euphemistically referred to as the Che
ney-Powell-Schwarzkopf amendment, 
and I think that is a slight journey 
into fantasy. However, I would rather 
refer to it as the Dickinson amend
ment, with the following consequences 
for research and development: One, a 
decrease in authorization for research 
and development of over $800 million, 
eliminating all of the changes made to 
programs in the bill reported to the 
floor; elimination of the committee's 
initiatives to increase funding for tech
nology and industrial base, efforts that 
will help keep this Nation competitive 
in many areas; reduction in additional 
funds provided for environmental pro
grams to identify the causes of pollu
tion by the military, to programs de
veloping better ways to prevent pollu
tion, and research into new methods 
and technology to restore the environ
ment; reduction in programs where in
creased research •was provided to sys
tems that would help protect our 
troops, reacting to problems identified 
during Operation Desert Storm; elimi
nation of additional funds provided to 
enhance and improve the only Stealth 
aircraft in our inventory, the F-117; 
elimination of all funds to continue re
search on the V -22 Osprey aircraft sup
ported by the majority of this House 
for many years. It would not address 
many of the changes requested in the 
administration's revised budget. These 
programs include new early warning 
satellite system, additional funds for 
the F/A-18, the C-17, and Air Defense 
Initiative. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, SDI would be 
funded at · the request of $4.6 billion, 
and theater missile defense would once 
again be placed under the control of 
SDIO, and amendments to do the very 
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same things were made in order by the 
Committee on Rules yesterday when 
the opportunity presented itself to 
allow these two amendments to be of
fered. I find it fascinating and interest
ing the two amendments were not, in
deed, offered. 

For these reasons and many more 
that time does not permit me to 
enunciate and elaborate upon at this 
time, I urge my colleagues to defeat 
the amendment. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. McCRERY], one of the 
most able and progressive members of 
our committee. 

Mr. McCRERY. Mr. Chairman, there 
are three aspects of the committee bill 
that should convince Members of this 
body to vote against it and for the 
Michel substitute. 

No. 1, it stops production of the B-2; 
No. 2, it guts strategic defense, it guts 
SDI, No.3, it draws down the Guard/Re
serve much less than it should. Cer
tainly not in the 1-to-1 ratio rec
ommended by the Pentagon. Many of 
these Guard/Reserve units will have no 
mission when the active duty units 
they are there to support are gone. 

However, there is one underlying rea
son to vote against the committee bill. 
That is, that it clings to the past and 
it ignores the future. It clings to the 
past, in which Members had the oppor
tunity to have free spending, big de
fense budgets, where we could both pre
pare our troops for the future and 
spend money in everybody's congres
sional districts. Those days are gone. 

It clings to the past, when the doc
trine of mutually assured destruction 
made some sense. It clings to the past 
when we did not have the threat of pro
liferation of missiles in Third World 
countries. 

The future holds that that threat will 
be there. We know it, We just saw it in 
the Middle East. This committee re
port ignores that threat. 

Mikhail Gorbachev has said that his
tory punishes those who come late to 
it. Do not let the United States come 
late to history. Let the United States 
prepare for what we know will be the 
future threats. That means SDI. Vote 
against the committee bill and for the 
Michel substitute. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. MAVROULES]. 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the substitute for 
H.R. 2100. 

We are told that the purpose of the 
substitute is to afford Members the op
portunity to vote on the administra
tion's budget request as an alternative 
to the committee bill. Mr. Chairman, 
the substitute does not provide such an 
opportunity. 

Indeed, it is the committee bill that 
incorporates the President's amend
ment to the budget request to satisfy 

essential near and longer term naval 
aviation requirements-not the sub
stitute. And, it is the committee bill 
that provides for emerging lessons 
from Operation Desert Storm-not the 
substitute. 

Mr. Chairman, the substitute cannot 
reflect the administration's position at 
this time, because it assumes the 
President did not amend the budget re
quest, and that the gulf war did not 
occur. 

I must point out, too, that some very 
important policy issues would be wiped 
out if the substitute is approved. 

On the home front, the committee 
approved proposals that will help our 
Nation's small businesses. Desert 
Storm troop deployments, dem
onstrated the large degree to which 
small businesses near major military 
installations depend on these installa
tions. While many of the forces de
ployed have now returned, the eco
nomic aftershock, that devastated 
many small businesses was so severe, 
that economic recovery is not com
plete. 

The committee provided, therefore, 
that a portion of the $200 million in 
support of the defense economic adjust
ment program be used for emergency 
loans to small businesses suffering eco
nomic damage due to the Desert Storm 
deployments. Congressman CHET En
wARDS deserves credit for his efforts to 
see that this need was addressed. And I 
thank my friend JoHN LAFALCE, chair
man of the Small Business Committee 
on which I also serve, for his support. 

But this helping hand to our small 
businesses would be wiped out by the 
substitute. 

In addition, my good friend, Con
gressman RICHARD RAY should be com
mended for the effort he put into a 
very excellent proposal to ensure that 
subcontractors are paid for work per
formed. This is not a response to an 
isolated incident. It is a very real and 
persistent problem, in which sub
contractors are often left holding the 
bag-they're not paid for their work, 
although the prime contractor has re
ceived payment from the Federal Gov
ernment. 

This is just another example of the 
initiatives that would be wiped out by 
the substitute. 

For all these reasons and more, I 
urge my colleagues to reject the sub
stitute in favor of the committee bill. 
The committee bill provides for a bal
anced and prudent package, based on 
careful analysis of information from 
hearings, the gulf war and the adminis
tration's own budget amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
DURBIN). The gentleman from Wiscon
sin [Mr. ASPIN] has 10 minutes remain
ing, and the gentleman from Alabama 
[Mr. DICKINSON] has 141h minutes re
maining. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Would 
the gentleman from Wisconsin restate 
his request. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, we ask to 
strike the last word for the extra 5 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the gentleman may claim 
that additional debate time at this 
point since debate is proceeding on an 
amendment. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the very distin
guished gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
KYL). 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, our choice 
is clear. We can either support Presi
dent Bush, Secretary Cheney, and Gen
eral Powell, or we can support the 
Committee on Armed Services major
ity. I suppose the question is, who do 
you trust to do the best job of putting 
a budget together? Those who pl~nned 
and successfully executed the war 
against Iraq, or the majority members 
of the Committee on Armed Services, 
each pushing or protecting what they 
think is more important? 

Last year, the Committee on Armed 
Services insisted that Secretary Che
ney rethink defense planning, in light 
of evolving world conditions. 
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Secretary Cheney did that, and the 

Bush budget, the Cheney budget, re
flects the new realities, including, I 
might add, the war with Iraq; but the 
committee majority has simply con
ducted business as usual. In essence, 
Members are asked, "What do you 
want?" 

It is all added up and when the total 
bill is determined, then that which is 
necessary to pay for it is taken from 
programs like SDI and B-2, and then 
you have a bill. 

That may be a bit of an over
simplification. And of course Congress 
has a responsibility to do its own anal
ysis; but that is the point. It is a re
sponsibility. 

I submit that my committee failed in 
its responsibility, not that it has none. 

So who do you trust for a strategic 
overview of things, the committee or 
the President and the Secretary of De
fense? 

Now, the chairman has said that the 
problem with the Michel substitute is 
that the Cheney budget was put to
gether before the war; did the war not 
change anything he asked? 

I submit, Mr. Chairman, that the 
same people who successfully planned 
the war did an equally good job in plan
ning the defense budget and anticipat
ing the threats caused by Iraq. It is the 
committee that failed to take into ac
count the war, and it acted after the 
war. 

What are some of the lessons 
learned? We have heard about them: 
That Stealth works, but the committee 
does not support Stealth; that ballistic 

.. ' . . ___..,._.......,.,._. 
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missile defenses are needed, and they 
work, but the committee did not sup
port ballistic missile defenses. 

Oh, they say, we are all for theater 
defenses, but nobody has told me where 
a theater begins and ends and nobody 
has told me why it is moral and just to 
protect the people within a theater, 
but not the people a mile outside the 
theater. 

Do not American civilians count? 
Finally, Mr. Chairman, it is clear 

that readiness and high technology 
won this war, not National Guard ar
mories back home or out-dated equip
ment that the Defense Department 
does not need. 

And on the question of the CBO anal
ysis, this committee stuffed more 
things into this bill without any idea 
of how it is going to affect out-years' 
spending than Secretary Cheney could 
even dream about; so I do not think we 
can say that the committee bill will 
conform to the CBO analysis and that 
the bill of the President and the Sec
retary will not. 

The bottom line, Mr. Chairman, is 
that the committee has not improved 
upon the Cheney-Bush budget. The 
President's budget may not be perfect, 
but it is a lot closer to a real strategy 
for defense than the budget put to
gether by the majority of the commit
tee. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Geor
gia [Mr. RAY]. 

Mr. RAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup
port of H.R. 2100. 

I regret very much that I must op
pose the Dickinson amendment. 

H.R. 2100 is a balanced bill and the 
Secretary of Defense understands that. 
Secretary Cheney submitted a budget 
that has a 5-year built-in reduction of 
about 4 percent per year, which is en
dorsed by the administration. 

Now, 4 percent deducted from almost 
$300 billion of this year's defense bill 
simply demands that we cannot fund 
some programs that we would very 
much like to have, programs that the 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. DICKIN
SON] endorses and some of us do also; 
but we simply just do not have the 
funding to approve those programs. 

H.R. 2100 does fund, however, specific 
and necessary priori ties, endorsed by 
Democrats and Republicans. 

It is clear that H.R. 2100 is dedicated 
to a workable defense which meets the 
Department of Defense bill build-down 
and reduction philosophy. We based our 
defense decisions in the committee on 
what works and will work in actual 
military practices, not just on abstract 
or theoretical arguments, and we had a 
number of hearings, and our bill is 
based on those hearings. Our bill 
passed out of the committee, as you 
know. 

We have funded, Mr. Chairman, a bal
listic missile system and defense sys
tem that works, an all-volunteer force 

that works, equipment that works, 
stealth systems that we need, a strong 
National Guard and Reserve force, and 
we have funded more research and de
velopment money than the administra
tion requested. 

In short, I think we have a balanced 
bill. I regret that we cannot do busi
ness as usual and that some worth
while programs may have to fall by the 
wayside, perhaps only temporarily; but 
I do stand in strong support of H.R. 
2100 and against the Dickinson amend
ment. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 21/2 minutes to the very distin
guished gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. GUNDERSON]. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, no 
decisions are easy when you have the 
budget constraints that are in front of 
this Congress at this point in time. I 
would suggest that the Reagan defense 
authorization bill fits that category; 
but I think there are a couple basic 
questions that we need to ask ourselves 
here this morning. 

Never has there been a time in recent 
memory when the credibility of the 
Secretary of Defense, when the credi
bility of the chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff has been higher, and 
probably never has there been a time in 
recent memory when their advice on a 
defense authorization bill has been dis
regarded more than it has in the pro
posal that is now in front of the House 
of Representatives. 

It is for that reason that I encourage 
my colleagues to take a good hard look 
at the substitute offered by the gen
tleman from Alabama [Mr. DICKINSON] 
because it begins to recognize that we 
are only part of the process and the ex
perts who carried out the war and the 
experts who more importantly are 
planning for the future military activi
ties should they become necessary sug
gest that we need a better combination 
than we have in the committee bill 
that is in front of us. 

I think Secretary Cheney was abso
lutely right when he said that it is fair 
of the Congress to ask Defense over the 
next 5 years to take a hundred billion 
dollar cut, and they will do that. It is 
fair over the next 5 years to ask the 
Pentagon to take a 25-percent cut in 
troops, and they will do that: but there 
has to be some point in this process 
where we allow the day-to-day man
agers, the military experts, to have 
some input into those decisions. 

The substitute that is before us at 
this time has the same savings that the 
committee bill does. It spends the same 
alternatively as well. 

The substitute is going to deal with 
the same difficult personnel decisions 
that the bill does, but it makes some 
very basic and important differences. 

It says that we will within this allo
cated amount of money establish the 
priorities that worked in Desert Storm 
that are supported by the American 

people. That means that we will deal 
with technology and make a commit
ment to have smart weapons for the 
21st century, as well as for 1991, and 
that we will deal with manpower in a 
fair and equitable way. That is why the 
substitute offered by the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. DICKINSON] is im
portant for this Congress to pass, to 
offer its support so that as this com
mittee goes into negotiations with the 
Senate we go in with an honest Defense 
bill supported by or at least including 
the administration's perspectives. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Vir
ginia [Mr. SISISKY]. 

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

You know, I read an editorial this 
morning that characterized me by 
name, and I felt this would be a good 
place to do it, of being bought by the 
chairman of the committee. It is amaz
ing. I got bought for $11.3 million to 
vote with the Committee. I was bought 
for finance building. 

I want to tell you what it was. It was 
an accreditation to a hospital that 
would receive veterans who come back 
at Fort Lee, VA. 

The reason I bring this up is that all 
these things seem to slip through face
less wonders at the Pentagon. Are they 
my age? I doubt it. Do they have any 
experience? I doubt it. 

I go to meetings. I am in Congress to 
make decisions. Are they always right? 
No, they are not always right. 

Somebody made the statement, 
"What have we learned from Desert 
Storm?" 

0 1130 
The Pentagon learned a lot but we 

learned something too. Do you remem
ber that this Congress said that we 
need fast sealift and we appropriated 
$1.3 billion and nobody in the Pentagon 
spent it? We knew we needed it. We did 
not need a Desert Storm to tell us 
that. And we are not cognizant of 
stealth? If my memory serves me right 
we are redoing all of the F-117A's. If 
my memory serves me right we are 
doing ATF; we are doing AX. They are 
certainly stealth. 

This Member, without the chairman 
of the committee making a deal, will 
make a decision that he is not willing 
to vote for another bomber that we do 
not ultimately know the price of and 
the ultimate reason to have it. 

The Stealth bomber of this decade is 
the B-1. It does not work. This Member 
is not going to embarrass himself if the 
B-2 does not work. 

I think that this budget adequately 
protects the United States. Would I 
like to see more? You bet your life I 
would like to see more. We are defi
cient in many areas that the Pentagon 
allows. We argued on one of them just 
yesterday. But that is no reason to 
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vote against this budget. And do not 
forget, my colleagues, that game is not 
over; we have got to go to the other 
body yet. I would say that this budget 
that we presented is the right budget 
or at least as good as or better than the 
budget being presented now. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. MARTIN], who is the 
ranking member of the Subcommittee 
on Military Installations and Facili-
ties. ' 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, if some
one were to come through our Chamber 
and listen to the debate you would 
think that a couple of years ago Presi
dent Bush and Dick Cheney got up one 
morning and said, "I think a great idea 
would be to cut the defense budget so 
that after 5 years we would be spending 
less a percentage of our gross national 
product on defense than at any time 
prior to 1939." Remember 1939, that is 
when we were getting our Army to
gether and they were running around 
the farm houses in northern New York 
with broomsticks, getting ready to go 
over to Europe, and the Pacific to fight 
the Axis forces. 

It was not President Bush's idea. 
This is a function of the budget agree
ment we had 2 years ago. 

Now as we are cutting down our uni
formed personnel by 500,000 over the 
course of the next 5 years the bill be
fore us says, "Wait a minute, you can 
do that but for whatever reason you 
cannot do an equal or similar reduction 
in the Guard and Reserve." 

Now I understand that that would 
probably make for pretty good politics 
back home, but I am afraid in trying to 
defend this Nation and avoid woes in 
the next decade and decades ahead that 
that is not the smart thing to do. Truly 
the Michel substitute is not perfect, I 
would agree with that; you all know in 
your heart of hearts that the commit
tee bill is not right. I think we all 
hope, at least those who understand 
the object of this exercise ought to be 
providing for our Nation's defense, that 
somehow a rational bill is going to be 
put together in conference. 

I do not necessarily have the con
fidence that others do in the other 
body to do the right thing but I would 
hope in conference, no matter what 
happens here, we would come up with a 
bill that speaks of defense rather than 
political interests. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2lf2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Maryland [Mrs. BYRON]. 

Mrs. BYRON. M.r. Chairman, as 
chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Military Personnel and Compensation, 
I have to rise in opposition to the gen
tleman from Alabama's substitute. 
There is no question that this commit
tee has made several important im
provements to the military personnel 
portion of the Cheney budget. First 
earlier this year Congress enacted a 

landmark piece of legislation, the Per
sian Gulf Personnel Benefits Act of 
1991. We are very proud of that effort 
and the committee-reported bill con
tinues the momentum of that person
nel benefits legislation by making the 
various benefit increases permanent: 
increase in imminent danger pay, in
crease in family separation allowances, 
increase in the death gratuity. 

In addition, in order not to reinvent 
the wheel during a future Operation 
Desert Storm the committee has made 
the package of personnel benefits per
manent with authority for the Sec
retary of Defense to trigger them for 
future contingency operations. 

Let me emphasize to our colleagues 
that the Cheney budget did not contain 
this package. The gentleman from Wis
consin said the same personnel issues 
were in both packages; wrong. The 
President's budget proposed dispropor
tionate, large front-loaded cuts in the 
Selected Reserve end strength. It 
would result in the inactivation of a 
large number of Army Reserve and Na
tional Guard units across this country. 

Many of my House colleagues have 
contacted me to indicate their concern 
about this, asked me, "What am I 
going to do about the impact on my 
district," with the reduction in the Re
serve and the Guard? 

The Cheney budget would reduce the 
Selected Reserve end strength by 9 per
cent in a single fiscal year, 1992. 

Mr. Chairman, as we draw down our 
Active Force over the new few years it 
is important to have positions avail
able in Guard and Reserve units in 
order to access that pool of highly 
trained and experienced manpower that 
we have seen in Desert Storm. 

The more modest Selected Reserve 
cuts in the committee-approved bill 
will insure that we have spaces avail
able in Reserve and Guard units for 
those separating voluntarily, or, im
portantly, involuntarily from the Ac
tive Forces. 

The committee has devoted an enor
mous amount of time and attention to 
making that a doable process. 

H.R. 2100 as reported does this. I urge 
my colleagues to reject the Dickinson 
substitute/Michel amendment. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. BENNETT]. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I am 
chairman of Subcommittee on 
Seapower and Strategic and Critical 
Materials. And as I look at the bill 
coming from Secretary Cheney and the 
bill that is brought up by the commit
tee, I note that everything that Sec
retary Cheney asked for he got out of 
the Seapower Subcommittee, every
thing. But in addition to that a lot of 
other things were done which are help
ful to our national defense from the 
standpoint of the Navy. 

In addition long-lead funds would be 
provided for SeawoZ/-class attack sub-

marines, Arleigh Burke-class guided 
missile destroyers, air cushion landing 
craft, very important parts of our 
Navy. 

In addition to items contained in the 
Cheney budget the committee rec
ommendations would provide for a 
number of improvements to ships pres
ently under construction or in oper
ation that were not included in the 
Cheney budget. For instance, improve
ments including fire safety for the Tri
dent submarine. They were going to 
leave out the $6 million necessary for 
fire protection in that new submarine. 
Our committee insisted they put it in. 

In addition to these improvements of 
fire safety, there were things like Out
law Bandit capability for surface com
batants, the Sidekick active electronic 
countermeasure systems for surface 
ships, Block I performance improve
ments for deployed close-in weapon 
systems, procurement of additional 
rolling airframe missile launchers for 
our amphibious ships that would not be 
provided this capability list in the Che
ney budget. 

In summary and I want to say some
thing else before I quit because I have 
the time and I want to say it. In sum
mary, from the standpoint of the 
Seapower Subcommittee, the commit
tee bill is an improvement in every 
way, every positive way with regard to 
having a strong Navy. Regrettably it is 
too small. But if there is anything pa
rochial in the entire picture that we 
have today before us, it is the new 
homeports. Imagine when you are plan
ning for a 600-ship Navy, they said you 
needed some new homeports. Now we 
are bringing it down from a 600-ship 
Navy to a 400-ship Navy, perhaps a 350-
ship Navy and some people say a 300-
ship Navy, and we are still going to 
have these new home ports. There is 
nothing more parochial in this bill 
than the new home ports. Absolutely 
parochial as I see it. We do not need it, 
it should not be done. 

Now I would like to say some other 
things from my heart: I have heard 
some remarks here on the floor and I 
have been here most of this debate, but 
you would think if you listened to it on 
TV that somehow or another every
body on this side of the aisle had voted 
against all these things that 
Schwarzkopf and· Colin Powell said 
were so wonderful. They said it was 
tremendous. They did not say they sud
denly got all these people drilled in a 
half hour before the thing took place or 
they found all these weapons just be
fore. They said these weapons that had 
been produced were from the past, they 
were wonderful, they were great. 

0 1140 
Who produced them? Our Govern

ment produced them, Democrats and 
Republicans alike. Do you think the 
Democrats opposed these programs? 
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They are very much for these pro
grams. 

Things have been printed indicating 
the Democrats are opposed to the Pa
triot. There is no foundation for that 
at all. Democrats vigorously support 
and supported the Patriot. Other 
things that are said like that on the 
floor, which are distressing to me, divi
sive to our country, making it look 
like there are a bunch of traitors on 
one side of the aisle and a bunch of peo
ple better than anybody else on the 
other side of the aisle. The truth is, 
this Congress put this together and has 
put it together over a period of years, 
and most of these years were Demo
cratic years. 

I oppose the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. DICKINSON]. The 
Armed Services Committee has, in my view, 
fashioned a bill that better addresses the de
fense needs of our country than the Cheney 
budget which was modified during the commit
tee deliberations. 

In matters under the jurisdiction of the 
Seapower Subcommittee, the committee rec
ommendations provide for a stronger Navy 
than the Cheney budget. The committee rec
ommendations would provide for the new 
ships contained in the Cheney budget, includ
ing one Seawo/f-class attack submarine, five 
Arleigh Burke-class guided missile destroyers, 
one landing ship dock, two coastal 
minehunters, one fast combat support ship, 
two auxiliary oceanographic research ships, 
and 12 air cushion landing craft. In addition 
long lead funds would be provided for 
Seawo/f-class attack submarines, Ar/eigh 
Burlce-class guided missile destroyers, and air 
cushion landing craft. 

In addition to items contained in the Cheney 
budget the committee recommendations would 
provide for a number of improvements to ships 
presently under construction or in operation 
that were not included in the Cheney budget. 
These improvements include improved fire 
safety for the Trident submarine authorized 
last year, procurement of additional Outlaw 
Bandit capability for surface combatants, Side
kick active electronic countermeasure systems 
for surface ships, block 1 performance im
provements for deployed close in weapon sys
tems, procurement of additional rolling air
frame missile launchers for amphibious ships 
that would not be provided this capability 
under the Cheney budget, and improved ra
dars for aircraft carriers. 

In summary, the committee recommenda
tions provide for a stronger Navy and deserve 
the support of the House. Vote "no" on the 
Dickinson amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
DURBIN). The gentleman from Wiscon
sin [Mr. ASPIN] has 4 minutes remain
ing, and the gentleman from Alabama 
[Mr. DICKINSON] has 7 minutes remain
ing. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Arizona [Mr 
STUMP]. 

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

I rise in strong support of the Michel 
amendment. I do have some reserva
tions about what we are doing to the 
Guard and Reserve, but overall it is a 
much better approach than H.R. 2100. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Chairman, I would say to the 
ranking member of the Veterans' Af
fairs Committee, the gentleman from 
Arizona [Mr. STUMP], he has always 
been a staunch supporter and very cog
nizant of the needs of our country, and 
I appreciate his words. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE]. 

Mr. Spence. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the substitute. 

Mr. Chairman, even though I voted for this 
authorization, the Cheney substitute is not en
tirely to my liking. 

I am not opposed to the administration's de
fense goals. But I'm uneasy with a plan that 
takes down our forces too much, too fast. 

I am uneasy when I see what is coming: 
Defense spending sinking to its lowest level in 
50 years; 81 weapons programs wiped out; 
aircraft production lines shutdown; fewer sol
diers, sailors, airmen, and marines; fewer 
guardsman and reservists to back them up; 
fewer Army divisions, fighter wings, ships, 
submarines, and aircraft carriers; and delays 
in space-based defenses. 

Think about that, and then ask yourself: Is 
that what Americans want to spend on de
fense? 

Perhaps I'm being too cautious. After all, 
tight budgets are forcing cuts that could pay 
big technological dividends down the road. 
Some say we can afford a procurement holi
day. Others are convinced that even with a 
scaled-down military, we can field a potent 
force. All that sounds nice and neat, but ifs all 
based on rosy assumptions. 

In short, we're gambling that everything 
goes fairly well in the world until we build the 
next generation of advanced weapons. That's 
at least 1 0 years away. 

So what if another Desert Storm comes 
along? Experts tell us we won't have the mus
cle for another all-out effort. Worse yet, could 
we fight and defeat smarter and stronger 
forces in a major war, on many fronts, with a 
force cut 25 percent? Will future aggressors 
wait patiently while we build up our forces? 

At this point, I think Americans are being 
lulled into believing that sound preparedness 
comes with a smaller price tag. Future con
flicts and wars can't be fought on that 
premise. That just shows a shallow resolve to 
potential adversaries. 

For this country to stay a superpower, pro
tecting freedom around the world, then it must 
have the means to project power. 

Right now, the committee bill cuts back to 
much, too fast. The Cheney substitute does, 
too, but is overall, a better approach. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the balance of my time to the 
very distinguished minority leader, our 
Republican leader, the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. MICHEL]. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL] is 
recognized for 61/2 minutes. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I am 
most honored to be the cosponsor with 
Mr. DICKINSON of what we would like to 
call the Cheney-Powell amendment to 
the defense authorization bill. May I 
first, at the very outset, compliment 
all those Members on both sides of the 
aisle who devote so much time to the 
defense needs of our country, and par
ticularly this morning to those on my 
side who so eloquently spoke in sup
port of our substitute. 

I guess to put this debate in proper 
perspective, let me begin my remarks 
by quoting the first paragraph of the 
letter written to me by President Bush. 

The full text of the two letters re
ferred to by myself and the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. DICKINSON] is as fol-
lows: · 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, DC, May 20, 1991. 

Hon. ROBERT H. MICHEL, 
Republican Leader, U.S. House of Representa

tives, Washington, DC. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN MICHEL: The National 

Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
1992 and 1993 (H.R. 2100) as reported by the 
House Armed Services Committee fails to 
meet the needs of the Nation's defense. If I 
am presented the bill reported by the Com
mittee, I will veto it. 

With the changes in the Soviet Union and 
Eastern Europe, and with the limitations on 
resources available for national defense, we 
plan substantial reductions in the coming 
years in the size of the U.S. armed forces. To 
provide forces capable of meeting future 
challenges within the fiscal limits that 
American taxpayers can afford, we must 
spend funds available for national defense 
with maximum efficiency. There is no room 
for pork-barrel spending or politics as usual 
in Congress. 

The bill reported by the Committee termi
nated the B-2 Stealth bomber program that 
is vital to our defense in the next century. 
Also, despite the increasing need for effec
tive defenses against missile attacks, the 
Committee bill slashes funding for the Stra
tegic Defense Initiative, and especially the 
important Brilliant Pebbles program. While 
cutting funding for these and other crucial 
programs, the bill funds unneeded i terns such 
as excessive procurement of aircraft and 
other weapons systems. Finally, the bill pre
vents the reduction in the size of the Reserve 
and National Guard components of the 
armed forces needed for a carefully balanced 
and effective force structure. 

The bipartisan leadership of the Congress 
and I have agreed to limits on the amounts 
which we will spend in the next few years on 
defense. We must spend these funds wisely if 
we are to provide the American people with 
the armed forces needed to defend the Nation 
and its interests around the globe. I urge the 
House of Representatives to produce a bill 
that reflects America's real defense needs, in 
lieu of the bill reported by the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

Similar letters have been sent to the 
Speaker and Congressmen Aspin and Dickin-
son. 

Sincerely, 
GEORGE BUSH. 

• 
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CHAIRMAN OF THE 

JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF, 
Washington, DC, May20, 1991. 

Hon. RoBERT H. MICHEL, 
Minority Leader of the House, House of Rep

resentatives, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. MICHEL: I am writing to provide 

my full support to the President's defense 
program for FY 92 and 93 which Secretary 
Cheney and I and all members of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff have been supporting in testi
mony. 

I want to assure the members of Congress · 
that the President's program is a very care
fully balanced program; one that is respon
sive to the changing geopolitical situation; 
one that is fiscally responsible; and one that 
is consistent with last year's budget summit 
agreement. 

It was not easy putting this program to
gether. Many tradeoffs were made; many 
programs were eliminated; and the force 
structure was reduced to insure that it could 
be fully supported and maintained. The re
sulting Base Force, as we call it, is the mini
mum force needed in each service to execute 
current national security policy and to pro
tect our Nation's interests around the world. 
It is a finely tuned force and significant 
changes in the budget request will unbalance 
the Base Force. 

I am deeply concerned that some of the ac
tions being considered by the House would 
upset that fine balance. For that reason, I 
strongly reaffirm my support and the sup
port of the JCS for the President's program 
as submitted and for the Michel-Dickinson 
Amendment to the House authorization bill 
which reaffirms the President's program. 

Sincerely, 
COLIN L. POWELL, 

Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

The President said: 
The National Defense Authorization Act 

for fiscal year 1992 and 1993 (H.R. 2100) as re
ported by the House Armed Services Com
mittee fails to meet the needs of the Na
tion's defense. If I am presented the bill re
ported by the committee, I will veto it. 

Now, those nine simple words, " fails 
to meet the needs of the Nation's de
fense," deserve our attention, because 
they come from a great leader who 
gave us a victory in the gulf. When it 
comes to defense policy, President 
Bush has certainly earned the benefit 
of a doubt. And the President does have 
grave doubts about significant portions 
of this committee bill. 

Like the legendary puddin·g immor
talized by Winston Churchill, the ma
jority's defense policy lacks a theme. 
The Cheney-Powell amendment, on the 
other hand, is comprehensive. It is co
herent, and it is fashioned around a 
theme, an overall theme. 

It takes into account not only the 
threat that we face today but the prob
lems that we might face tomorrow. The 
Cheney-Powell budget approach re
flects the kind of defense leadership 
that has proven itself as a winning 
combination, and that is what a de
fense bill should be all about, its seems 
to me. 

Are we going to deny them what they 
need? Are we going to say, sure, you 
did well in the desert but what have 
you done for us lately? 

Mr. Chairman, I have said it before: 
in almost every war, the United States 
goes through the same old pattern. In 
time of war there is unity. In victory, 
we experience great euphoria. And then 
after the victory, amnesia sets in. 

The committee bill and some of the 
isolationist burden-sharing amend
ments that are going to be offered fol
lowing the amendment suggest some of 
us are even now suffering from a col
lective amnesia attack. Have we not 
learned our lesson? Have we not 
learned the world is not a big sensitiv
ity training session where we can wish 
away evil by repeating politically cor
rect cliches? 

We are told the strategic defense ini
tiative and the B-2 cost too much. But 
the right weapons never cost too much. 
It is defeat that costs too much. It is 
needless deaths in battle that are ex
pensive, and it is an American popu
lation totally defenseless against nu
clear missile attack that is too dear. 

Remember, what we did to the Iraqi 
Army can be done to our forces if 
somebody else gains the technological 
edge tomorrow. Stealth bombers and 
SDI are the maximum deterrents of the 
future. 

Members of the Armed Services Com
mittee are patriotic, dedicated, knowl
edgeable men and women each and 
every one of them. But the very struc
ture of this institution, fragmented, in
dividualistic, parochial, makes it dif
ficult for us to provide a central, uni
fied vision of national defense. 

I find myself in the same boat. If we 
were a junior Member of Congress, I 
would be out there plugging more on 
the Reserve forces because that is my 
only parochial interest at home. That 
is the only thing we have got. But I am 
a leader. I have to take a little bit dif
ferent approach. I have to put myself 
above that parochial interest, hope
fully to speak in the national interest 
as I do today. 

We should ask ourselves that one 
question that is really essential here. I 
pray it does not happen, but suppose 
years from now a Member of my col
leagues' or my family has to go to war 
for our national interest again? Will 
my colleagues want the Armed Forces 
in which he or she serves forged by the 
vision of warriors or jerry built by the 
tradeoffs of a committee? Do the men 
and women of our Armed Forces de
serve the defense budget presented by 
the President or do they deserve a de
fense budget the President says fails to 
meet the needs of the Nation's defense, 
an indictment all the more damning 
for its quiet understatement? 

Within the past 10 days or so we have 
heard General Schwarzkopf, and Queen 
Elizabeth speak from the dias of this 
House to a joint session of the Con
gress, extolling the virtues of our 
President, our Secretary of Defense, 
our military leadership, and all our 

Armed Forces for a job well done in the 
Persian Gulf war. 

Why then would we, as Congress, and 
particularly Members on my side of the 
aisle, not want to support the rec
ommendations of our proven leadership 
team? Let us give the Cheneys and 
Powells and the American warriors of 
the future the kind of military they 
will need to fight or deter the battles 
of tomorrow. 

Obviously, I urge my colleagues to 
support the substitute that we are of
fering here this morning. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from Colorado [Mrs. 
SCHROEDER]. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the Dickinson sub
stitute. 

Mr. Chairman, this represents the same 
tired cold war policies of the last decade. The 
substitute appears drafted in blissful ignorance 
of the elimination of the Warsaw Pact, the 
sharp decline in Soviet power, and the fall of 
the Berlin Wall. Rather than reciting a catalog 
of each and everything wrong with this sub
stitute, I will concentrate on two issues: 
women in combat positions and Crotone. 

The Committee on Armed Services sur
prised itself by voting overwhelmingly for the 
Byron amendment and for my amendment to 
eliminate the statutory restriction on women in 
combat aircraft in the Navy and the Air Force. 
Following the superb performance of female 
soldiers in the Persian Gulf, the committee de
cided it was time to · permit women to pursue 
every job for which the woman had the phys
ical and intellectual qualifications in the mili
tary. Sex discrimination can no longer be justi
fied in the military. 

A vote for the Dickinson substitute would re
store the statutory exclusion from women in 
combat aircraft. A vote for Dickinson is a vote 
to maintain sex discrimination in the military. 

The committee also voted to prohibit the ex
penditure of United States money to build a 
new base at Crotone, Italy. The administration 
wants to spend $360 million of United States 
money to build a brand new airbase at 
Crotone to base the aircraft being kicked out 
of Torrejon, Spain. The House spoke loudly 
and twice last year to block all spending on 
Crotone. In April, Secretary Cheney proposed 
that 15 airbases in the United States be 
closed. I cannot explain to my constituents 
why we should spend money to build a new 
base in Italy, while closing a base in Colorado. 

The Dickinson substitute would give the 
green light to building the new base at 
Crotone. Rather than fighting this issue di
rectly, as I expected, Mr. DICKINSON would 
give the go-ahead for Crotone as part of his 
substitute. 

There are plenty of other good reasons to 
oppose Dickinson: B-2, SOl, Guard and Re
serve personnel levels, DBOF. I urge its rejec
tion. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 
balance of my time to the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY]. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. MONT
GOMERY] is recognized for 4 minutes. 
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Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman, I 

am honored to be the clean-up hitter in 
opposition to the Michel-Dickinson
Cheney amendment. Let me point out 
to Mr. MICHEL, just as to what he said, 
that there is a lot of talent on the 
Armed Services Committee. Some of us 
have been here longer than most serv
ice members serving in the Defense De
partment. So I certainly feel that we 
do have some abilities on the commit
tee. We have experience. We have a 
cross-section of Americans on that 
committee, and we feel like we have 
done a good job. 

Ninety-five percent of what President 
Bush wanted in his defense bill is given 
to him. I think we are entitled to make 
some changes. I would like to point out 
that I am very concerned about the 
drastic changes this amendment makes 
from the committee bill to the N a
tiona! Guard and Reserve. 

The Dickinson budget would reduce 
the number of Army National Guards
men and reservists by approximately 30 
percent over a 4-year period, reduce the 
Guard and Reserve by 30 percent. 

In other words, Mr. Chairman, about 
one in every three Army Guardsman 
and reservist would have to be dis
charged, even though many have just 
returned from the Persian Gulf. Also if 
we adopt this amendment, one out of 
every three National Guard and Re
serve armories would have to be closed 
in Members' communities because of 
the Dickinson budget. 

D 1150 

In the committee bill, we reduce the 
end strength of the Guard and Reserve, 
but not nearly what the Army wanted. 

Mr. Chairman, it is ironic that the 
other services did not ask for the dras
tic cuts in their reserves that the 
Army did. 

Listen to this, and it will shock you. 
The Army asked for 10.6 percent reduc
tion in end strength for the National 
Guard and Reserve in this next fiscal 
year. Yet they would reduce the active 
Army strength by only 7 percent. 

Every State will be hit, but with the 
reduction under the ·Dickinson pro- . 
posal, the States that would be really 
hit hardest would be New Jersey, New 
York, Pennsylvania, Illinois, Ohio, 
Texas, California, Alabama, Florida, 
and Wisconsin. Now, that is just the 
first installment. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I will be glad to 
yield to the gentleman from Washing
ton. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, that may 
have been because the Army was con
cerned with the length of time it took 
to prepare the round out brigades for 
Desert Shield and Desert Storm. The 
active duty forces performed very ad
mirably, as did many National Guard 
units, but the round out brigades raised 
some concerns. It seems to me that 

some reductions in both the active and 
reserve components will have to be 
part of the budget adjustments. We can 
debate the right mix and the rate of 
the reductions in each component but I 
don't think it is advisable to limit cuts 
to just one side of the total force. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman, 
reclaiming my time. The combat units 
of the National Guard were outstand
ing, as were the artillery units from 
Oklahoma, Arkansas, West Virginia, 
and Tennessee. There were some prob
lems with the round out brigades, be
cause they should have been manned 
out with the divisions they were as
signed to. The Defense Department 
made a serious mistake in not calling 
the brigades up in August. 

Mr. DICKS. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I did in fact read very 
much about how long it took to acti
vate the round out brigades. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. We will cer
tainly take a look in our committee, 
on round out brigades but the Defense 
Department is going to have to do a 
better job of using the total force as far 
as Army is concerned. The other serv
ices did a splendid job in implementing 
the total force. 

A National Guard or Reserve unit in 
a community is certainly an economic 
boost. The best way to spread around 
defense spending is to have National 
Guard and Reserve units in our dif
ferent communities, where those re
servists can receive additional income, 
educational benefits, and serve his or 
her country. 

General Schwarzkopf said in this 
chamber: 

The National Guard and Reserve were mag
nificent in the Persian Gulf War. 

So really it does not make any sense 
at this time to adopt the Dickinson 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the committee bill 
recommends $650 million for equipment 
for the Guard and Reserve. Under the 
amendment, not much new hardware 
will go to the Reserve components, and 
the $650 million will be taken out. 

In the past 10 years this Congress has 
really helped the Guard and Reserve, 
giving them new equipment. Before 
that, all we got was hand me downs. 

The gentleman from Arizona [Mr. 
KYL] thinks that the committee should 
not have much input into the defense 
bill. I mentioned that when the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL] 
made his remarks. 

Really, the President got 95 percent 
of what he wanted. Surely our Commit
tee on Armed Services is entitled to 
make some changes. But the Dickinson 
amendment eliminates the work of the 
subcommittees and the full committee. 
Certainly this House realizes the Com
mittee on Armed Services deserves 
some input. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge a no vote on 
the Dickinson amendment. Let us save 
the National Guard and Reserve. 

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise to ex
press my support for the Michel amendment to 
H.R. 2100, which would restore the Secretary 
of Defense's original request for funding for 
our military. 

It is clear that the committee bill makes seri
ous adjustments in Secretary of Defense Che
ney's desire to emphasize a balanced, high
quality operational force. The Secretary of De
fense has made clear that he would urge the 
President to veto the bill which the committee 
has reported. Among other things, the commit
tee bill seeks to extend a number of current 
procurement programs that the Secretary 
wishes to terminate. 

In noting my reservations about the commit
tee-reported bill, I would want to make clear 
my continuing and unequivocal support for the 
V-22 Osprey tiltrotor program. In my judg
ment, this is a vital program that is supported 
in both the House and the other body. Re
gardless of the outcome of the vote on the 
Michel amendment, it is clear to me that this 
exceptional program will be preserved in the 
conference report on the defense authorization 
bill, as it should be. 

Mr. SLATTERY. Mr. Chairman, I rise today 
in opposition to the Michel substitute to H.R. 
2100, the fiscal year 1992 defense authoriza
tion bill. The Michel substitute would reinstate 
the Pentagon's original fiscal year 1992 budg
et request. 

I am opposed, above all, to the $3.2 billion 
included in the Michel substitute to procure 
four additional B-2 Stealth bombers in fiscal 
year 1992, and advance procurement for 7 
more. I have worked very hard over the past 
16 months to terminate further production 
funds for the B-2. The B-2, now projected to 
cost $865 million per copy, is a plane we nei
ther need nor can afford. 

H.R. 2100, as reported by the House Armed 
Services Committee, recognizes that stealthy 
aircraft are important to this Nation's defense, 
but directs the money much more reasonably: 
to the F-117 A, which proved itself in the Per
sian Gulf war; to the advanced tactical fighter, 
which has been the subject of an intense and 
rigorous competition between defense contrac
tors; and the advanced cruise missile. In addi
tion, the committee bill retains $1.6 billion for 
research and development of the B-2, in order 
to test fully the 15 aircraft which we have al
ready purchased. 

The Michel substitute also would provide an 
outrageous SO-percent increase over last 
year's funding level for the strategic defense 
initiative. It provides $1.6 billion for Brilliant 
Pebbles, a program to put 1 ,000 warhead-kill
ing rockets in space. Deployment of Brilliant 
Pebbles would abrogate the ABM Treaty and 
realistically could not stop a massive nuclear 
attack by the Soviet Union. The Michel sub
stitute would take responsibility and funding 
for tactical missile defenses away from the 
Army, which handled the Patriot program so 
capably, and give it to the strategic defense 
initiative organization, which has already 
frittered away $24 billion with virtually nothing 
to show for it. The Michel substitute would cut 
the account for ground-based limited defenses 
of the United States 20 percent from the com
mittee bill. 

Finally, the Michel substitute would gut the 
National Guard and Reserves. The Persian 
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Gulf war proved that Guard and Reserve units 
are invaluable for providing the logistical sup
port required in modem warfare; support units 
outnumbered combat units 2 to 1 in Oper
ations Desert Shield and Desert Storm. It does 
not make sense to cut Guard and Reserve 
units at the same rate as active duty troops, 
because Guard and Reserve units are a much 
better bargain: paid part-time to train, but 
ready when needed for a crisis. The Michel 
substitute also would eliminate $650 million 
provided in the committee bill for moderniza
tion of Guard equipment. It is crucial that the 
Guard and Reserves train with modern equip
ment, so that they will be ready to use it in 
case of war. 

For all these reasons, Mr. Chairman, I urge 
my colleagues to oppose the Michel sul:r 
stitute, and support the committee bill. 

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of the Dickinson amendment to replace the 
Armed Services Committee reported bill with 
the President's defense budget. The Presi
dent's defense program is a comprehensive 
plan to address the changing world situation, 
while recognizing the remaining strategic 
threat, but without continuing down the dan
gerous path of unilateral disarmament. 

The liberal oriented plan offered by the 
House Armed Services Committee leaves the 
strategic defense initiative in shambles and 
terminates the B-2 Program with only 15 air
planes. Congress should not follow the lead of 
those who were unwilling to support the Presi
dent in the Persian Gulf. How can they claim 
to be incorporating lessons learned from the 
gulf conflict when the big lesson is that we 
should reject the liberal approach to reducing 
defense spending. 

Mr. Chairman, the President's budget builds 
on the success of the conflict to liberate Ku
wait. I hope Members will give it their support 
despite areas of disagreement which inevitably 
arise in the legislative process. I am particu
larly concerned with the rapidity of the 
drawdown of National Guard and Reserve 
forces in the President's budget. Historically, it 
has been very difficult to adequately fund the 
Guard and Reserves. They have consistently 
lagged behind their active duty counterparts, 
especially in equipment and training accounts. 

I believe we should proceed more cautiously 
with reductions in the Guard and Reserves 
than we are with Active Duty Forces, if only in 
recognition of the perennial battle we have 
fought to bring them to their current point of 
readiness. However, I strongly support the 
Presidenfs defense plan as the better way to 
provide for the defense of American interests. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Chairman, today the 
House will consider the Cheney budget alter
native to the House. Armed Services Commit
tee defense budget. It is the responsible de
fense budget, the defense plan that will main
tain our strength while reducing the resources 
we commit to defense. 

The Cheney budget is the one opportunity 
Members have to support stealth technology 
and the B-2 bomber. We need the 8-2 for 
two simple reasons: Stealth saves lives and 
Stealth saves money. 

First, American pilots will be protected with 
the B-2: It will give our future Air Force the 
ability to carry out the entire range of bombing 
missions with the fewest pilots in the line of 

fire. And those pilots will have the maximum 
protection-Stealth. 

The Persian Gulf was the proving ground for 
Stealth. It works. On the battlefield it gives a 
decided advantage to those who have it. The 
B-2 is the future of the bomber. 

Second, cost: Although almost every Mem
ber of Congress understands the effectiveness 
of the B-2, there are many concerns about 
the cost. The problem is that we are looking 
at price, not value. 

Stealth is so revolutionary that cost compari
sons take on new meaning. The B-2 will 
change the force structure of bombing mis
sions. 

Let's be straight about this-Stealth let's 
longrun costs to go down while combat capa
bility goes up. 

We can't throw this away. Stealth saves 
lives, and Stealth saves money. Support the 
Cheney budget. 

Mr. GALLEGL Y. Mr. Chairman, I rise today 
in strong support of the substitute amendment 
because I believe the President's priorities will 
better secure our national defense in the years 
ahead. 

One of the President's key priorities, and 
one that tragically has been stripped alto
gether from the committee bill, is the B-2 
Stealth bomber. As the vice chairman of the 
B-2 Republican support group and a member 
of the congressional B-2 Stealth caucus, I rise 
today to support the B-2 bomber. It is indeed 
tragic that the Congress has not always 
worked together to support projects that bene
fit our Nation's defense. 

For too long, too many of my colleagues 
have consistently opposed virtually every 
weapons advance that our Nation's engineers 
have devised. I sincerely hope that the out
standing performance of many of those weap
ons in the Persian Gulf cause some Members 
to reappraise their views, and that perhaps we 
can work together to save the 8-2. 

Besides that fact that the B-2 Program gen
erates a significant number of jobs, I believe 
the Stealth bomber is crucial to our future na
tional security. The successes of the F-117 
against Iraq demonstrated the genius of the 
Stealth design, and the war also proved that 
the technology of 20 years ago is simply no 
match for the technology of today. That trend 
will continue, and the nation that does not 
continue moving forward will regret that deci
sion down the road. 

I urge my colleagues to reconsider the stra
tegic value of the B-2 to our national security. 
Stealth saves lives, requires fewer aircraft, 
and thus less money for the same firepower. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
DURBIN). All time has expired. 

The question is on the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute offered by 
the gentleman from illinois [Mr. 
MICHEL]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. A SPIN. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 127, noes 287, 
not voting 16, as follows: 

Alexander 
Allard 
Anderson 
Archer 
Anney 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
BUley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Broomfield 
Bunning 
Burton 
Callahan 
Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (CO) 
Chandler 
Clinger 
Coleman (MO) 
Combest 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
Davis 
DeLay 
Dickinson 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards (OK) 
Fa well 
Fields 
Fish 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Applegate 
As pin 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bacchus 
Barnard 
Barton 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Camp 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Coble 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 

May 21, 1991 
[Roll No. 99] 

AYES-127 

Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrich 
Goss 
Grandy 
Gunderson 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Holloway 
Houghton 
Huckaby 
Hunter 
Hyde 
lnhofe 
Ireland 
Johnson (CT) 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Livingston 
Lowery (CA) 
Marlenee 
Martin 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCrary 
McDade 
McEwen 
McMillan (NC) 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Molinari 

NOES-287 
de la Garza 
De Lauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Green 
Guarini 
Hall (OH) 

Moorhead 
Morrison 
Nichols 
Packard 
Paxon 
Petri 
Porter 
Ramstad 
Rhodes 
Riggs 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Torres 
Upton 
Vander Jagt 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weber 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 

Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Harris 
Hatcher 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefner 
Henry 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Horton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Jacobs 
James 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman(CA) 
Lent 
Levin (MI) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
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Lipinski Patterson Skelton 
Lloyd Payne (NJ) Slattery 
Long Payne (VA) Slaughter (NY) 
Lowey(NY) Pease Smith(FL) 
Luken Pelosi Smith (IA) 
Machtley Penny Smith(NJ) 
Manton Perkins Snowe 
Markey Peterson (FL) Solarz 
Martinez Peterson (MN) Spratt 
Matsui Pickett Staggers 
Mavroules Pickle Stallings 
Mazzoli Poshard Stark 
McCloskey Price Stenholm 
McCurdy Pursell ·Stokes 
McDermott Quillen Studds 
McGrath Ra.ha.ll Swett 
McHugh Ravenel Swift 
McMillen (MD) Ray Synar 
McNulty Reed Tallon 
Mfume Regula Tanner 
Miller (CA) Richardson Tauzin 
Min eta Ridge Taylor (NC) 
Mink Rinaldo Thomas(GA) 
Mollohan Roe Thornton 
Montgomery Roemer ToiTicelli 
Moody Rose Towns 
Moran Rostenkowski Traficant 
Morella Roukema Traxler 
Mra.zek Rowland Unsoeld 
Murtha Roybal Valentine 
My ere Russo Vento 
Nagle Sabo Visclosky 
Natcher Sanders Volkmer 
Neal (MA) Sangmeister Washington 
Neal (NC) Santorum Waters 
Nowak Sa.rpa.lius Waxman 
Nussle Savage Weiss 
Oakar Sawyer Weldon 
Oberstar Saxton Wheat 
Obey Scheuer Whitten 
Olin Schroeder Williams 
Ortiz Schumer Wilson 
Orton Sensenbrenner Wise 
Owens (NY) Serrano Wolpe 
Owens (UT) Sharp Wyden 
Oxley Shays Yates 
Pallone Sikorski Yatron 
Panetta Sisisky Zimmer 
Parker Skaggs 

NOT VOTING-16 
Anthony Hopkins Rogers 
Berman LaRocco Roth 
Condit Lehman (FL) Taylor(MS) 
DeFazio Moakley Young(AK) 
Gradison Murphy 
Gray Rangel 

0 1213 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Rogers for, with Mr. Moakley against. 
Mr. Roth for, with Mr. Rangel against. 
Messrs. BENNETT, HOYER, WAX-

MAN, PARKER, and AuCOIN changed 
their vote from "aye" to "no." 

So the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I was 
unavoidably absent during House roll
call No. 99. I would like the RECORD to 
reflect that if I had been here, I would 
have noted "no" on rollcall No. 99, the 
vote on the Dickinson amendment. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. LAROCCO. Mr. Chairman, as I was un
avoidably detained during the vote of Mr. 
DICKINSON'S substitute Defense bill amend
ment earlier this afternoon, my vote was not 
registered. Had I been present I would have 
been recorded as voting "no." 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, on rollcall vote No. 99, I was 
unavoidably detained in my office. 

Had I been present, I would have sup
ported the efforts of the committee and 
voted against the Dickinson amend
ment. 

Mr. AS PIN. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word in order to explain 
the schedule. 

Mr. Chairman, let me just take a few 
moments and explain the schedule of 
what we are going to do here. We are 
going to rise right here for just a mo
ment because we need to file a con
ference report on the budget resolu
tion. That will just take a moment. 

We will then come back into the 
Committee of the Whole. When we 
come back into the Committee of the 
Whole, the order of the procedure 
under the defense bill will first be 60 
minutes of general debate on burden 
sharing. Then we will have a series of 
amendments. There will be 40 minutes 
of debate, and then a vote on the 
Schroeder amendment; 40 minutes of 
debate and a vote on the Frank amend
ment; 40 minutes of debate and a vote 
on the Dorgan amendment; 40 minutes 
of debate and a vote on the Bryant 
amendment; and then a 10-minute de
bate and a vote on the Mrazek amend
ment. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ASPIN, I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Alabama. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
was wondering if our chairman could 
give us some indication of whether he 
believes all of the time will be taken. 

Mr. ASPIN. Yes, I believe it will be. 
Mr. Chairman, I move that the Com

mittee do now rise. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. MURTHA) 
having assumed the chair, Mr. DURBIN, 
Chairman pro tempore of the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union, reported that that Commit
tee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H.R. 2100) to authorize appro
priations for fiscal years 1992 and 1993 
for military functions of the Depart
ment of Defense and to prescribe mili
tary personnel levels for fiscal years 
1992 and 1993, and for other purposes, 
had come to no resolution thereon. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H. CON. 
RES. 121, CONCURRENT RESOLU
TION ON THE BUDGET-FISCAL 
YEAR 1992 
Mr. PANETTA submitted the follow

ing conference report and statement on 
the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 
121) revising the congressional budget 
for the U.S. Government for the fiscal 
year 1991 and setting forth the congres
sional budget for the U.S. Government 

for the fiscal years 1992, 1993, 1994, 1995, 
and 1996. 

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 102-69) 
The committee of conference on the dis

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the concurrent 
resolution (H. Con. Res. 121), revising the 
congressional budget for the United States 
Government for the fiscal year 1991 and set
ting forth the congressional budget for the 
United States Government for the fiscal 
years 1992, 1993, 1994, 1995, and 1996, having 
met, after full and free conference, have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to 
their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendment of the Senate to the 
text of the resolution and agree to the same 
with an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in
serted by the Senate amendment, insert the 
following: 
SECTION 1. CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE 

BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 1992. 
The Congress determines and declares that 

this resolution is the concurrent resolution on 
the budget tor fiscal year 1992, including the ap
propriate budgetary levels for fiscal years 1993, 
1994, 1995, and 1996, as required by section 301 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 (as 
amended by the Budget Enforcement Act of 
1990). 
SEC. 2. RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND AMOUNTS. 

The following budgetary levels are appro
priate for the fiscal years 1992, 1993, 1994, 1995, 
and 1996: 

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.-( A) The rec-
ommended levels of Federal revenues are as fol
lows: 

Fiscal year 1992: $850,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $909,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $966,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $1,025,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,079,800,000,000. 
(B) The amounts by which the aggregate lev

els ot Federal revenues should be increased are 
as follows: 

Fiscal year 1992: $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: $0. 
(C) The amounts tor Federal Insurance Con

tributions Act revenues tor hospital insurance 
within the recommended levels of Federal reve
nues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1992: $82,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $88,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $94,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $100,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $107,100,000,000. 
(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.-The appropriate 

levels ot total new budget authority are as fol
lows: 

Fiscal year 1992: $1,269,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $1,272,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $1,300,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $1,341,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,407,400,000,000. 
(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.-The appropriate levels 

of total budget outlays are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1992: $1,201,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $1,212,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $1,234,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $1,209,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,276,900,000,000. 
(4) DEFICITS.-The amounts of the deficits are 

as follows: 
Fiscal year 1992: $351,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $302,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $268,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $183,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $197,100,()()(),000. 
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(B) Outlays, $16,500,000,000. (5) PUBLIC DEBT.-The appropriate levels of 

the public debt are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1992: $3,982,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $4,353,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $4,696,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $4,955,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $5,226,600,000,000. 
(6) DIRECT LOAN OBL/GATIONS.-The appro

priate levels of total new direct loan obligations 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1992: $15,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $14,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $15,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $15,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $15,800,000,000. 
(7) PRIMARY LOAN GUARANTEE COMMIT

MENTS.-The appropriate levels of new primary 
loan guarantee commitments are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1992: $114,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $118,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $121,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $125,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $129,800,000,000. 
(8) SECONDARY LOAN GUARANTEE COMMIT

MENTS.-The appropriate levels of new second
ary loan guarantee commitments are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1992: $83,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $87,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $90,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $94,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $98,100,000,000. 

SEC. 3. DEBT INCREASE AS A MEASURE OF DEFI
CIT. 

The amounts of the increase in the public debt 
subject to limitation are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1992: $415,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $371,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $343,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $259,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $270,800,000,000. 

SEC. 4. DISPLAY OF FEDERAL RETIREMENT 
TRUST FUND BALANCES. 

The balances of the Federal retirement trust 
funds are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1992: $875,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $1,013,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $1,167,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $1,335,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,517,700,000,000. 

SEC. S. SOCIAL SECURITY. 
(a) SOCIAL SECURITY REVENUES.-For pur

poses of Senate enforcement under the Congres
sional Budget Act of 1974 (as amended by the 
Budget Enforcement Act of 1990), the amounts 
of revenues of the Federal Old-Age and Survi
vors Insurance Trust Fund and the Federal Dis
ability Insurance Trust Fund are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1992: $318,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $341,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $365,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $389,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $415,600,000,000. 
(b) SOCIAL SECURITY OUTLAYS.-For purposes 

of Senate enforcement under the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 (as amended by the Budget 
Enforcement Act of 1990), the amounts of out
lays of the Federal Old-Age and Survivors In
surance Trust Fund and the Federal Disability 
Insurance Trust Fund are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1992: $246,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $257,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $266,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $276,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $284,700,000,000. 

SEC. 6. MAJOR FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES. 
The Congress determines and declares that the 

appropriate levels of new budget authority, 
budget outlays, new direct loan obligations, new 
primary loan guarantee commitments, and new 
secondary loan guarantee commitments for fis
cal years 1992 through 1996 for each major func
tional category are: 

(1) National Defense (050) : 
Fiscal year 1992: 

(A) New budget authority, $290,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $295,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $290,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $292,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $289,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $291,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $292,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $292,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $300,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $297,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(2) International Affairs (ISO): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $7,000,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $7,200,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $19,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $7,500,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $19,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $7,800,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $20,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $2,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $8,100,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $500,000,000. 
(3) General Science, Space, and Technology 

(250): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,100,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(4) Energy (270): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $400,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $200,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(5) Natural Resources and Environment (300): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $19,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
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(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $20,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $19,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $20,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(6) Agriculture (350): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $7,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $8,200,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $7,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $7,600,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $7,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $7,800,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $6,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $7,800,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $6,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $7,800,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $105,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $104,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $2,600,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $66,600,000,000. 

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $83,400,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $57,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $53,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $2,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $69,200,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $86,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $38,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $30,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $2,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $71,800,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $90,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$42,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $2,900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $74,500,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $93,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$38,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $3,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $77,300,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $97,600,000,000. 
(8) Transportation (400) : 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $34,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $33,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $37,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $35,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $39,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $34,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $42,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $35,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $45,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $37,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(9) Community and Regional Development 

(450): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $400,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $400,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $400,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $400,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(10) Education, Training, Employment, and 

Social Services (500): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $53,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $47,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $13,200,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $52,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $50,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $13,300,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority , $51,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $49,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $13,600,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $51,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $49,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $14,000,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $53,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $47,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $14,300,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(11) Health (550) : 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $83,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $83,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $300,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
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(A) New budget authority, $93,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $92,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $300,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $102,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $100,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $300,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $112,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $110,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $300,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $124,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $123,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $300,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(12) Medicare (570): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $120,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $116,900,000,000. · 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $131,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $128,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $145,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $141,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $161,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $157,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $180,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $176,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(13) Income Security (600): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $222,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $180,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $230,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $188,500,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $241,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $198,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $254,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $207,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $266,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $216,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(14) Social Security (650): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,900,000,000. 
(B-)-Outlays, $8,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(15) Veterans Benefits and Services (700): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $34,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $34,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $18,200,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $35,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $35,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $19,800,000,000. 

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $35,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $37,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $19,700,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal. year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $36,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $36,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $20,500,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $37,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $35,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $21,300,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(16) Administration of Justice (750): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(17) General Government (800): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 



May 21, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 11609 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(18) Net Interest (900): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $235,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $235,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $253,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $253,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $268,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $268,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $280,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $280,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $292,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $292,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(19) The corresponding levels of gross interest 

on the public debt are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1992: $312,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $337,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $357,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $369,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $380,700,000,000. 
(20) Allowances (920): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, -$200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$13,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $0. 
(B) Outlays, -$1,500,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $0. 
(B) Outlays, -$1,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $0. 
(B) Outlays, -$1,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $0. 
(B) Outlays, -$1,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(21) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950): 
(A) Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, -$34,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$33,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, -$35,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$35,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, -$33,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$33,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, -$34,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$34,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, -$35,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$35,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
SEC. 7. SALE OF GOVERNMENT ASSETS 

(a) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.-It is the sense of 
the Congress that-

(1) from time to time the United States Gov
ernment should sell assets to nongovernment 
buyers: and 

(2) the amounts realized from such asset sales 
will not recur on an annual basis and do not re
duce the demand for credit. 

(b) BUDGETARY TREATMENT.-For purposes of 
allocations and points of order under sections 
302, 311, 601, 602, and 605 of the Congressional 
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974, 
the amounts realized from asset sales or prepay-

ments of loans shall not be allocated to a com
mittee and shall not be scored with reSPect to 
the level of budget authority, outlays, or reve
nues under section 302, 311, 601, 602, 604, or 605 
of that Act. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion-

(1) the terms "asset sale" and "prepayment of 
a loan" shall have the same meaning as under 
section 250(c)(21) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act o[ 1985 (as 
amended by the Budget Enforcement Act of 
1990); and 

(2) the terms "asset sale" and "prepayment of 
a loan" do not include asset sales mandated by 
law before September 18, 1987, and routine, on
going asset sales and loan prepayments at levels 
consistent with agency operations in fiscal year 
1986. 
SEC. 8. ACCOUNTING TREATMENT OF SOCIAL SE

CURITY REVENUES. 
(a) SENSE OF THE SENATE.-It is the sense of 

the Senate that the levels in section 5 of this 
concurrent resolution on the budget are consist
ent with the assumption that if the Congress 
adopts legislation to provide tor a more gradual 
period of transition to the changes in benefit 
computation rules enacted in the Social Security 
amendments of 1977 as such changes apply to 
workers born in years after 1916 and before 1927 
(and related beneficiaries), or any other legisla
tion affecting these levels in section 5, that such 
legislation shall include other changes to Social 
Security outlays and revenues to ensure that 
the annual Social Security surpluses that accrue 
to the Social Security Trust Fund are not re
duced. 

(b) ACCOUNTING TREATMENT.-Notwithstand
ing any other provision of this resolution, tor 
the purpose of allocations and points of order 
under sections 302 and 311 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, the levels of Social Security 
outlays and revenues [or this resolution shall be 
the baseline levels. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion-

(1) the terms "Social Security revenues" and 
"Social Security outlays" shall have the same 
meaning as under title III of the Congressional 
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974; 
and 

(2) no provision of any bill or resolution, or 
any amendment thereto or conference report 
thereon, involving a change in chapter 1 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 shall be treated 
as affecting the amount of Social Security reve
nues unless such provision changes the income 
tax treatment of Social Security benefits. 
SEC. 9. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR 

FAMILY AND ECONOMIC SECURITY 
INITIATIVES IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
PROVISIONS OF THE SUMMIT AGREE
MENT. 

(a) INITIATIVES TO IMPROVE THE HEALTH AND 
NUTRITION OF CHILDREN AND TO PROVIDE FOR 
SERVICES TO PROTECT CHILDREN AND STRENGTH
EN FAMILIES.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Budget authority and out
lays may be allocated to a committee or commit
tees [or legislation that increases funding to im
prove the health and nutrition of children and 
to provide [or services to protect children and 
strengthen families within such a committee's 
jurisdiction if such a committee or the committee 
of conference on such legislation reports such 
legislation, if, to the extent that the costs of 
such legislation are not included in this concur
rent resolution on the budget, the enactment of 
such legislation will not increase the deficit (by 
virtue of either contemporaneous or previously 
passed deficit reduction) in this resolution [or 
fiscal year 1992, and will not increase the total 
deficit [or the period of fiscal years 1992 through 
1996. 

(2) REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-Upon the report
ing of legislation pursuant to paragraph (1), 
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and again upon the submission of a conference 
report on such legislation (if a conference report 
is submitted), the Chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget ot the Senate may file with the Sen
ate appropriately revised allocations under sec
tions 302(a) and 602(a) and revised functional 
levels and aggregates to carry out this sub
section. Su.ch revised allocations, functional lev
els, and aggregates shall be considered tor the 
purposes of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 as allocations, functional levels, and aggre
gates contained in this concurrent resolution on 
the budget. 

(3) REPORTING REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-The 
appropriate committee may report appropriately 
revised allocations pursuant to sections 302(b) 
and 602(b) to carry out this subsection. 

(b) ECONOMIC RECOVERY INITIATIVES.-
(]) IN GENERAL.-Budget authority and out

lays may be allocated to a committee or commit
tees tor legislation that increases funding tor 
economic recovery initiatives tor unemployment 
compensation or other, related programs within 
such a committee's jurisdiction if such a commit
tee or the committee of conference on such legis
lation reports such legislation, if, to the extent 
that the costs of such legislation are not in
cluded in this concurrent resolution on the 
budget, the enactment of such legislation will 
not increase the deficit (by virtue of either con
temporaneous or previously passed deficit reduc
tion) in this resolution tor fiscal year 1992, and 
will not increase the total deficit tor the period 
of fiscal years 1992 through 1996. 

(2) REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-Upon the report
ing of legislation pursuant to paragraph (1), 
and again upon the submission of a conference 
report on such legislation (if a conference report 
is submitted), the Chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget of the Senate may file with the Sen
ate appropriately revised allocations under sec
tions 302(a) and 602(a) and revised functional 
levels and aggregates to carry out this sub
section. Such revised allocations, functional lev
els, and aggregates shall be considered for the 
purposes of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 as allocations, functional levels, and aggre
gates contained in this concurrent resolution on 
the budget. 

(3) REPORTING REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-The 
appropriate committee may report appropriately 
revised allocations pursuant to section 302(b) 
and 602(b) to carry out this subsection. 

(c) CONTINUING IMPROVEMENTS IN ONGOING 
HEALTH CARE PROGRAMS AND PHASING-IN OF 
HEALTH INSURANCE COVERAGE FOR ALL AMERI
CANS.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Budget authority and out
lays may be allocated to a committee or commit
tees tor legislation that increases funding to 
make continuing improvements in ongoing 
health care programs or to begin phasing-in 
health insurance coverage tor all Americans 
within such a committee's jurisdiction if such a 
committee or the committee of conference on 
such legislation reports such legislation, if, to 
the extent that the costs of such legislation are 
not included in this concurrent resolution on 
the budget, the enactment of such legislation 
will not increase the deficit (by virtue ot either 
contemporaneous or previously passed deficit re
duction) in this resolution tor fiscal year 1992, 
and will not increase the total deficit tor the pe
riod of fiscal years 1992 through 1996. 

(2) REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-Upon the report
ing of legislation pursuant to paragraph (1), 
and again upon the submission of a conference 
report on such legislation (if a conference report 
is submitted), the Chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget of the Senate may file with the Sen
ate appropriately revised allocations under sec
tions 302(a) and 602(a) and revised functional 
levels and aggregates to carry out this sub
section. Such revised allocations, functional lev-

els, and aggregates shall be considered for the 
purposes of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 as allocations, functional levels, and aggre
gates contained in this concurrent resolution on 
the budget. 

(3) REPORTING REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-The 
appropriate committee may report appropriately 
revised allocations pursuant to sections 302(b) 
and 602(b) to carry out this subsection. 

(d) EXPAND ACCESS TO EARLY CHILDHOOD DE
VELOPMENT SERVICES FOR LOW-INCOME PRE
SCHOOLERS.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Budget authority and out
lays may be allocated to a committee or commit
tees tor direct spending legislation that in
creases funding to expand access to early child
hood development services tor low-income pre
schoolers within such a committee's jurisdiction 
if such a committee or the committee of con
terence on such legislation reports such legisla
tion, if, to the extent that the costs of such legis
lation are not included in this concurrent reso
lution on the budget, the enactment of such leg
islation will not increase the deficit (by virtue of 
either contemporaneous or previously passed 
deficit reduction) in this resolution for fiscal 
year 1992, and will not increase the total deficit 
tor the period of fiscal years 1992 through 1996. 

(2) REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-Upon the report
ing of legislation pursuant to paragraph (1), 
and again upon the submission of a conference 
report on such legislation (if a conference report 
is submitted), the Chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget of the Senate may file with the Sen
ate appropriately revised allocations under sec
tions 302(a) and 602(a) and revised functional 
levels and aggregates to carry out this sub
section. Such revised allocations, functional lev
els, and aggregates shall be considered tor the 
purposes of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 as allocations, functional levels, and aggre
gates contained in this concurrent resolution on 
the budget. 

(3) REPORTING REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-The 
appropriate committee may report appropriately 
revised allocations pursuant to sections 302(b) 
and 602(b) to carry out this subsection. 

(e) TO FUND SURFACE TRANSPORTATION.-
(]) IN GENERAL.-Budget authority and out

lays may be allocated to a committee or commit
tees for legislation that increases funding for 
surface transportation within such a commit
tee's jurisdiction if such a committee or the com
mittee of conference on such legislation reports 
such legislation, if, to the extent that the costs 
of such legislation are not included in this con
current resolution on the budget, the enactment 
ot such legislation will not increase the deficit 
(by virtue of either contemporaneous or pre
viously-passed deficit reduction) in this resolu
tion tor fiscal year 1992, and will not increase 
the total deficit for the period of fiscal years 
1992 through 1996. 

(2) REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-Upon the report
ing of legislation pursuant to paragraph (1), 
and again upon the submission of a conference 
report on such legislation (if a conference report 
is submitted), the Chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget of the Senate may file with the Sen
ate appropriately revised allocations under sec
tions 302( a) and 602( a) and revised functional 
levels, and aggregates to carry out this sub
section. Such revised allocations, functional lev
els, and aggregates shall be considered tor the 
purposes of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 as allocations, functional levels, and aggre
gates contained in this concurrent resolution on 
the budget. 

(3) REPORTING REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-The 
appropriate committee may report appropriately 
revised allocations pursuant to sections 302(b) 
and 602(b) to carry out this subsection. 

SEC. 10. SENSE OF THE SENATE IN SUPPORT OF 
CHILDREN AND THE FAMILY. 

It is the sense of the Senate that if a surtax 
on the income of millionaires is enacted, then 
the revenue generated by such a surtax will be 
used to offset a commensurate increase in direct 
tax assistance to families, which will include in
creasing dependent exemptions and tax credits 
tor children. 
SEC. 11. VETERANS' PROGRAMS. 

It is the sense of the Senate that-
(1) veterans' programs are a top national pri

ority and that there are critical needs, particu
larly in the area of veterans medical care which 
must be addressed; and 

(2) the Committees on Appropriations should, 
while acting within the limits of the discre
tionary caps, give maximum consideration to 
veterans' benefit programs. 
SEC. 12. REVISED FISCAL YEAR 1991 AGGREGATES 

AND ALLOCATIONS IN THE HOUSE. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.-To ensure that en
forcement of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 in the House ot Representatives is consist
ent with the discretionary caps and pay-as-you
go provisions of the Budget Enforcement Act of 
1990, the Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget of the House of Representatives may 
submit to the House revised budget aggregates 
tor fiscal year 1991 and revised allocations 
under section 302( a) of the Congressional Budg
et Act of 1974 tor fiscal year 1991. 

(b) BUDGET AGGREGATES AND ALLOCATIONS.
Revised budget aggregates and revised alloca
tions submitted pursuant to subsection (a) shall 
be considered, in the House, tor purposes of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 only, as budg
et aggregates and allocations contained in the 
most recently agreed to concurrent resolution on 
the budget tor fiscal year 1991. 

(c) EFFECT ON SUBDIVISIONS AND THE CONSID
ERATION OF MEASURES.-!/ the Chairman of the 
Committee on the Budget of the House of Rep
resentatives submits to the House revised budget 
aggregates and allocations for fiscal year 1991 
pursuant to subsection (a)-

(1) committees of the House shall not be re
quired to file subdivisions of such allocations 
under section 302(b) of the Congressional Budg
et Act of 1974; and 

(2) in the House, with respect to measures pro
viding new budget authority, new entitlement 
authority, or new credit authority tor fiscal 
year 1991-

(A) section 302(c) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974 shall not apply; and 

(B) the references in sections 302(!) and 
401(b)(2) to allocations pursuant to section 
302(b) shall be deemed to be references to the re
vised allocations under section 302( a) as filed by 
the Chairman. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate to the 
title of the resolution. 

LEON E. PANETTA, 
RICHARD GEPHARDT, 
JAMES L. OBERSTAR, 
FRANK J. GUARINI, 
DICK DURBIN, 
MIKE ESPY, 
DALE E. KILDEE, 
ANTHONY C. BEILENSON, 
JERRY HUCKABY, 
MARTIN OLAV SABO, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

JIM SASSER, 
J . BENNETT JOHNSTON, 
DON RIEGLE, 
PAUL SIMON, 
WYCHE FOWLER, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
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JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF 

THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 
The managers on the part of the Senate 

and the House at the conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the concurrent 
resolution (H. Con. Res. 121) revising the con
gressional budget for the United States Gov
ernment for fiscal year 1991 and setting forth 
the congressional budget for the United 
States Government for the fiscal years 1992, 

1993, 1994, 1995, and 1996, submit the following 
joint statement to the House and the Senate 
in explanation of the effect of the action 
agreed upon by the managers and rec
ommended in the accompanying conference 
report: 

The House recedes from its disagreement 
to the amendment of the Senate with an 
amendment which is a substitute for the 
House resolution and the Senate amend
ment. 

The Senate amendment to the text of the 
resolution struck out all of the House resolu
tion after the resolving clause and inserted a 
substitute text. 

EXPLANATION OF CONFERENCE AGREEMENT 

The following tables show the functional 
allocations and budget aggregates included 
in the conference agreement over 5 years. In 
addition, a table follows that breaks out 
credit amounts by function. 

050 National defense: 

CONFERENCE AGREEMENT ON 1992 RESOLUTION, BY FUNCTION 
[Dollars in bill ions) 

Function 

Budget authority ................................................................................ .......................................................... ............ ....... .. .......................................... .. ... ... ........................................... .. .. . 
Outlays .............................................. ........................................................ .... ...................................................................................................... .......... ... .. ................................................ . 

150 International affairs: 
Budget authority .......................................................................................................................................... .. ..... .. ............................................................................................................. . 
Outlays ............................................................................................................................................................ .......................................................................................... .............. .. ......... . 

250 Space, science and technology: 
Budget authority .......... ................................................................................................................................................................................................. ..................................................... . 
Outlays .......................... ................................................................................................................................................................................................................ .... .................. ............... . 

270 Energy: 
Budget authority .......... .......... .. .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 
Outlays .......................................................................................................... ..... ................................................... .. .. ........................................................................................................ .. 

300 Natural resources: 
Budget authority ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... ........ .... .... .. .. ............ .. 
Outlays ...... .................... ............................................................ ............................ ................................................................................................... .. ............................ .. ............ .............. . 

350 Agriculture: 
Budget authority .......... ......................................................................................... ............ .. ................................................................. .................................................................... ......... .. 
Outlays ...... .... ................ ........ .. ........ ............................................................................................................................. ...................................................... ................................ ................ . 

370 Commerce, housing credit: 
Budget authority ....................... ................... .............. .................................................................................................. ...... ............................................................................................... .. 
Outlays .......... ............................................................................................. ............................................................................................................................................... .. ...... .. .... .......... .. 

400 Transportation: 
Budget authority ......................................................................... ..................................................................................... .. .............................................................. ............ ...... ................ . 
Outlays .................................................................. .... ............................................ ............................................................................................ .......... .. ........ .......... .. ........ ........................ .. 

450 Community, regional development: 
Budget authority ........................................................................................................................................................... ..................................................................................................... . 
Outlays .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. .. 

500 Education: 
Budget authority .................... .... .............................................................................................................................. ......................................................................................................... .. 
Outlays .......... ........................ ...... ........ ......................................................................................................................... .... ............ ..................................................................................... .. 

550 Health: 
Budget authority ................................................................................................... ....................................................... .................................. ...................... ........ .. .............. .. .. .. : ............... . 
Outlays ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. ........ .. ................ .................. .. . 

570 Medicare: 
Budget authority ............................................................................................................................ ..................................................................... .......... .... .. .............................................. .. 
Outlays ...................................................................... .......... ................ ........................................ ................................ .......................... ............................................................ .. ...... ....... . 

600 Income security: 
Budget authority ........................................................................ .... .......... .. .. ................ .............................................................................................. ........................................................ . 
Outlays ...... .................... ................ .. ..................................................................................................................................................... .............................................................................. . 

650 Social Security: 
Budget authority ................................................................................................................................................................................... .. .......................................................................... .. 
Outlays .......... ...... ........................................................................................................................... .......... .......................................................................................................................... . 

700 Veterans: 
Budget authority .......... ................... ................................................................... ............................................................................................................ ................................................... .. 
Outlays ...... ...................................... ............................................................................... ..................................................................................................... ..... ............ .. ........ .................. .. . 

750 Aministration of justice: 
Budget authority ............................................................................ .............. .. ........ ................................................................................................ ............................................................ . 
Outlays ............................................................................................ ................................................................................................................................................................................... . 

800 General government: 
Budget authority ..................................................................................................................................................................................... ........................................................ .................. .. 
Outlays .............................................................................................................................................................................. .. .............................................................................................. . 

900 Net Interest: 
Budget authority .................... ...................... ...................................................... ........................................................................................................................................... .................... .. 
Outlays ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... .......... .......... .................... .. 

Gross Interest (non-add): 
Budget authority ......................................................................... .. ...... ................................................................................................................................................... ........ ................... .. 
Outlays .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. .. 

920 Allowances: 
Budget authority .......... .. ........ ........................................ ................ ........... ........................................................................................ .. ...................................... ...................... .................. .. 
Outlays ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. ............................................. .. 

950 Offsetting receipts: 
Budget authority ......................................................................................................................................................................................................... .. ...................... ............................... . 
Outlays ...................... ........ ...... ................ .. .......................................................................................................... .......................................................... .................................................... .. 

Total, conference agreement: 
Budget authority ................................................................................................................................................................ ................................................................................................ . 
Outlays ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 

Revenues .................................. ..................................................... .................. ...................................................................................................................................... .... .... .. ...... .... .. .................... . 

Deficit .............................................................................................................................................................................................. ................................ ............................ ................................... .. 

Debt subject to limit ..... .. ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. .. 

ADDENDUM-CONSOLIDATED TOTALS 
Social Security: 

Outlays ................................................................ ............................................................................................................................................... ............ .. .................................................... . 
Revenues .................................................................................................................................................. ........ .. .................................................. .. ................................................................ . 
Surplus .................... .......... ....................................................................................................................... ......................................................... .... .......................... ....................................... . 

Postal Service: Outlays .............................................................................. ................ ................. ....................................................................................................................................... ............. . 
Consolidated total: 

Outlays ..................................................................................................................................................................................... ........ ...................................................................................... . 
Revenues .............................................................................................................................................................................................................. ............................... ................................... . 
Deficit ................................................. ................................................................... .. ............................................................................................................................................... .. .............. . 

1992 1993 

290.8 290.9 
295.3 292.0 

21.9 22.0 
17.9 18.1 

17.1 17.8 
16.5 17.1 

6.2 7.1 
4.5 5.7 

19.5 20.5 
19.4 20.1 

22.4 19.1 
17.0 15.6 

105.9 57.5 
104.9 53.8 

34.6 37.8 
33.7 35.3 

6.1 6.3 
6.7 6.4 

53.1 52.6 
47.9 50.6 

81.1 93.0 
83.3 92.7 

120.1 131.5 
116.9 128.3 

222.2 230.2 
180.3 188.5 

5.9 6.5 
8.4 9.1 

34.3 35.7 
34.0 35.4 

13.7 14.3 
13.6 14.2 

ll.6 11.9 
12.2 12.9 

235.4 253.0 
235.4 253.0 

(312.8) (337.9) 
(312.8) (337.9) 

- .2 0 
- 13.2 - 1.5 

- 34.4 - 35.0 
-33.1 -35.2 

1,269.3 1,272.7 
1,201.6 1,212.1 

850.4 909.8 

351.2 302.3 

3,982.2 4,353.2 

264.8 257.2 
318.8 341.0 

72.0 83.8 
- .4 1.6 

1,44&0 1,470.9 
1,169.2 1,250.8 

278.8 220.1 

1994 1995 1996 

289.1 292.0 300.6 
291.3 292.2 297.7 

21.4 21.6 22.3 
19.1 19.7 20:9 

17.5 17.7 18.2 
16.8 17.1 18.1 

7.3 6.8 6.7 
5.8 5.0 5.0 

20.2 20.4 20.9 
19.8 20.2 21.4 

17.1 17.8 13.8 
14.1 13.1 12.5 

38.5 20.5 17.7 
30.1 -42.1 - 38.4 

39.9 42.3 45.3 
34.7 35.2 37.7 

6.2 6.3 6.5 
6.0 6.1 6.2 

51.4 51.8 53.4 
49.0 49.2 47.5 

102.1 112.2 124.5 
100.9 110.9 123.7 

145.5 161.8 180.9 
141.9 157.4 176.4 

241.2 254.1 266.9 
198.0 207.3 216.9 

7.1 7.7 8.4 
9.7 10.4 11.2 

35.8 36.4 37.0 
37.0 36.2 35.9 

14.1 14.3 14.7 
14.0 14.2 15.1 

ll .5 11.7 12.1 
12.3 12.7 13.7 

268.8 28Q.4 292.5 
268.8 380.4 292.5 

(357.0) (369.9) (380.7) 
(357.0) (369.9) (380.7) 

0 0 0 
- 1.0 -1.7 -1.2 

- 33.9 -34.5 - 35.0 
-33.9 -34.5 -35.0 

1,300.8 1,341.7 1,407.4 
1,234.4 1,209.1 1,276.9 

966.3 1,025.7 1,079.8 

268.1 183.4 197.1 

4,696.6 4,955.8 5,226.6 

266.8 276.0 284.7 
365.2 389.7 415.6 
98.4 113.7 130.9 

- 1.4 -1.3 .I 

1,499.8 1,483.8 1,561.7 
1,331.5 1,415.4 1,495.4 

168.3 68.4 66.3 
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[In billions of dollars) 

Function 150: 
Direct loans ........ .......... .... . 
PrimafY guarantees .......... . 
Seconda!Y guarantees ...... . 

Function 270: 
Direct loans ...................... . 

Functfo~m3~~: guarantees .......... . 

Direct loans .................. .... . 
Functfo~m3~~: guarantees .......... . 

Direct loans ...................... . 

~~~~a~u:~~~~~~~es··::: : ::: 
Function 400: Direct loans ....... . 
Function 450: 

Direct loans ...................... . 

Funct~~m5i~, gt~~aan~~~aiiiii~··· · 
tees .... ... ................................ . 

Function 550: Prima!Y guaran-
tees ..... .................................. . 

Function 600: Direct loans 
Functi~n 700: 

Direct loans ........ .............. . 
PrimafY guarantees .......... . 

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 

1.7 
7.0 

.4 

1.3 
.4 

7.5 
8.2 

2.6 
66.6 
83.4 

1.3 
.3 

13.2 

.3 

.1 

.9 
18.2 

1.8 
7.2 

.4 

1.4 
.2 

7.3 
7.6 

2.7 
69.2 
86.8 

1.4 
.4 

13.3 

.3 

.1 

.9 
19.8 

1.8 
7.5 

.5 

1.5 
.3 

7.1 
7.8 

2.8 
71.8 
90.2 

1.4 
.4 

13.6 

.3 

.1 

.8 
19.7 

1.9 
7.8 
.5 

1.5 
.3 

6.8 
7.8 

2.9 
74.5 
93.9 

.1 

1.5 
.4 

14.0 

.3 

.1 

.8 
20.5 

2.0 
8.1 
.5 

1.5 
.3 

6.8 
7.8 

3.0 
77.3 
97.6 

.1 

1.5 
.4 

14.3 

.3 

.1 

.8 
21.3 ---------------------Total: 

Direct loans ......... 15.4 15.6 15.5 15.6 15.8 
PrimafY guaran-

tees .................. 114.2 118.0 121.4 125.6 129.8 
Seconda!Y guaran-

tees .................. 83.8 87.2 90.7 94.4 98.1 

DISCRETIONARY LEVELS IN CONFERENCE AGREEMENT FOR 
1992 

[CBO estimates, dollars in billions) 

DISCRETIONARY SPENDING 
BY FUNCTION 

050 Defense: 
Budget authority ... . 
Outlays ........... ....... . 

150 International Affairs: 
Budget authority ... . 
Outlays .................. . 

Domestic 
250 Space, science, tech

nology: 
Budget authority ... . 
Outlays .................. . 

270 Energy: 
Budget authority ... . 
Outlays ............. ..... . 

300 Environment: 
Budget authority ... . 
Outlays .................. . 

350 Agriculture: 
Budget authority ... . 
Outlays .................. . 

370 Commerce, housing 
credit: 

Bud get authority ... . 
Outlays .................. . 

400 Transportation: 
Budget authority ... . 
Outlays ... .. ............. . 

450 Comm., regional devel
opment: 

Budget authority ... . 
Outlays ........ ... ....... . 

500 Education: 
Budget authority ... . 
Outlays ................ .. . 

550 Health: 
Budget authority ... . 
Outlays .............. .... . 

570 Medicare: 
Budget authority ... . 
Outlays ... ......... ...... . 

600 Income Security: 
Budget authority ... . 
Outlays ...... ............ . 

650 Social Security: 
Budget authority ... . 
Outlays .................. . 

700 Veterans: 
Budget authority ... . 
Outlays .................. . 

750 Administration of jus
tice: 

Budget authority ... . 
Outlays .................. . 

800 General government: 
Budget authority ... . 
Outlays ............. ..... . 

920 Allowances: 
Budget authority ... . 
Outlays .................. . 

950 Offset receipts: 
Budget authority .•.. 

House 
passed 

291.4 
295.8 

21.8 
19.8 

17.7 
16.7 

6.4 
5.4 

19.7 
19.6 

3.4 
3.4 

3.4 
3.0 

14.5 
33.4 

5.9 
6.1 

35.8 
33.5 

19.5 
18.6 

2.8 
2.7 

31.5 
29.6 

0 
2.5 

15.5 
15.4 

13.9 
14.0 

10.4 
10.9 

0 
-2.6 

- .3 

Senate 
passed 

291.4 
295.8 

22.2 
19.8 

16.5 
16.2 

5.6 
5.2 

19.8 
20.0 

3.6 
3.5 

3.6 
3.2 

13.8 
33.2 

5.8 
6.1 

38.9 
34.4 

19.3 
18.4 

2.6 
2.6 

31.9 
30.4 

0 
2.3 

15.5 
15.4 

12.9 
13.2 

11.5 
11.3 

- 1.2 
-3.5 

Conference 
agreement 

291.4 
295.8 

21.8 
19.8 

17.1 
16.5 

6.4 
5.3 

19.8 
19.7 

3.5 
3.5 

3.6 
3.2 

14.5 
33.4 

5.9 
6.1 

37.8 
34.1 

19.5 
18.5 

2.8 
2.7 

31.9 
29.8 

0 
2.5 

15.5 
15.4 

13.4 
13.4 

10.4 
10.9 

- .2 
-2.6 

-1.8 

DISCRETIONARY LEVELS IN CONFERENCE AGREEMENT FOR 
1992-Continued 

[CBO estimates, dollars in billions) 

Outlays .................. . 

House 
passed 

- .3 

Senate 
passed 

Conference 
agreement 

- .5 -----------------------
Subtotal, domes-

tic: 
Budget au-

thority ... 200.0 200.0 200.0 
Outlays ..... ===2=11=.9===21=1.=9 ===2=1=1.9 

Total , discre
tionary: 

Budget au-
thority .. . 

Outlays .... . 
513.1 
527.5 

513.5 
527.5 

513.1 
527.5 

The conferees note that both the House 
and Senate resolutions were within the dis
cretionary spending limits in all categories 
in all years. Likewise, both resolutions met 
the pay-as-you-go requirement of the Bal
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985. The conference agreement also 
meets these limits and requirements in all 
years. 

The functional distribution of budget au
thority and outlays in the out-years is not 
intended to foreclose decisions on the appro
priate level of discretionary funding in any 
given function. 

ALLOCATIONS AMONG COMMITTEES 

Sections 302(a) and 602(a) of the 
Congressonal Budget Act of 1974 (as amended 
by the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990) re
quire the joint explanatory statement ac
companying a conference report on a concur
rent resolution on the budget to include an 
allocation, based upon that concurrent reso
lution as recommended in the conference re
port, of the appropriate levels of total out
lays, total new budget authority, entitle
ment authori~y (for the House only), and So
cial Security outlays (for the Senate only) 
among each committee of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives that has jurisdic
tion over legislation providing those 
amounts. Section 602 further requires this al
location to include all years covered by the 
resolution, as well as the total for all those 
years. These allocations provide the basis for 
congressional enforcement of the resolution 
through points of order under the Congres
sional Budget Act. These allocations follow: 

SENATE COMMITTEE BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAY AL
LOCATIONS PURSUANT TO SECTION 302 OF THE CON
GRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT FOR 1992 

Committee 

Appropriations ... 
Agriculture, Nu

trition, and 
Forestry ........ . 

Armed Services . 
Banking, Hous

ing, and 
Urban Affairs 

Commerce, 
Science, and 
Transportation 

Energy and Nat
ural Re-
sources ........ . 

Environemnt and 
Public Works . 

Finance ............ . 
Foreign Rela-

tions ............ . 
Government Af-

fairs ............. . 
JudiciaiY ........... . 
Labor and 

Human Re-
sources ........ . 

[Dollars in millions) 

Direct spending jurisdiction Entitlements funded in 
annual appropriations 

Budget au
thority 

721 ,617 

19,780 
49,494 

107,100 

2,342 

1,654 

17,893 
491,243 

12,174 

73,598 
2,758 

6,601 

Outlays 

730,848 

14,377 
36,297 

99,810 

174 

1,256 

Budget au
thority 

14,715 

485 

60 

Outlays 

5,908 

482 

60 

48}:m ········96:746 ········96;4o3 

11,159 

48,540 
2,397 

6,723 

500 
157 

5,339 

500 
155 

4.126 

SENATE COMMITTEE BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAY AL
LOCATIONS PURSUANT TO SECTION 302 OF THE CON
GRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT FOR 1992-Continued 

[Dollars in millions) 

Direct spending jurisdiction Entitlements funded in 
annual appropriations 

Committee 

Rules and Ad
ministration .. 

Veterans Affairs 
Select Indian Af-

fairs ......... .... . 
Small Business . 
Not allocated to 

commodities . 

Total .... 

Budget au
thority 

45 
1.646 

482 
300 

-239,426 

1.269,300 

Outlays • Budget au
thority 

170 
1,539 

483 
-146 

- 241,132 

1,201,600 

17,101 

135,105 

Outlays 

17,Q73 

124,707 

SENATE COMMITTEE BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAY AL
LOCATIONS PURSUANT TO SECTION 302 OF THE CON
GRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT FOR 1992-96 

[Dollars in millions) 

Direct spending juris- Entitlements 
diction funded in annual 

Committee 

Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
ForestiY ............................ . 

Armed Services .................... . 
Banking, Housing, and Urban 

Affairs .. .. .. ........................ . 
Commerce, Science, and 

Transportation ............ .... . . 
Energy and Natural Re-

sources ............................ . 
Environment and Public 

Works ............................... . 
Finance ................ ................ . 
Foreign Relations ................. . 
Governmental Affairs ........... . 
Judiciary ......................... ...... . 
Labor and Human Resources 
Rules and Administration .... . 
Veterans Affairs ................... . 
Select Indian Affairs ............ . 
Small Business .................... . 

Budget 
authority 

76,631 
268,841 

243,115 

12,686 

8,289 

111,328 
2,829,397 

55,676 
414,982 

9,744 
24,423 

207 
7,679 
2,567 

787 

appropriations 

Budget Outlays author- Outlays 
ity 

54,849 104,604 
198,918 0 

87,591 

962 2,765 

6,771 237 

9,639 0 
2,808,129 591,260 

53,580 0 
267,865 750 

10,125 865 
20,882 26,404 

464 0 
7,822 90,933 
2,501 0 

-1,096 0 

55,601 
0 

2,746 

237 

0 
590,124 

0 
750 
861 

23,649 
0 

90,734 
0 
0 

SENATE COMMITTEE REVENUE AND OUTLAY ALLOCATIONS 
FOR SOCIAL SECURITY PURSUANT TO SECTION 30l(a) 
OF THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET RESOLUTION FOR 
1992-96 

[Dollars in millions) 

Confernce agreement 

1992 5-yr 

Outlays: 
Finance Committee ... ............................... . 284,348 1,592,450 
Unassigned to committee ........................ . -37,548 -260,950 

Subtotal, outlays ............ ....... ....... ....... . 246,800 1,331,500 
Revenues ........................................................... . 318,800 1,830,300 

CONFERENCE AGREEMENT ON H. CON. RES. 121, ALLOCA
TION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE COM
MITTEE PURSUANT TO SEC. 602(a) OF THE CONGRES
SIONAL BUDGET ACT-FISCAL YEAR 1992 

With Additional Assumptions Regarding "Discretionary 
Spending Limits" 
[In millions of dollars) 

APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE 
Current level (enacted law): 

050 National defense ...... ..... . 
150 International affairs ...... . 
300 Natural resources and 

environment ...................... . 
350 Agriculture ..................... . 
370 Commerce and housing 

credit ........................ ......... . 
400 Transportation ............... . 
450 Community and regional 

development ...................... . 

Budget 
authority 

164 
154 

1,896 
9,293 

42 
537 

Entitle-
Outlays men! au-

164 
154 

1,967 
636 

4,041 
540 

thority 

.- • • I ' I - " .t • --- - • • I • ~ • 
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CONFERENCE AGREEMENT ON H. CON. RES. 121, ALLOCA

TION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE COM
MITIEE PURSUANT TO SEC. 602(a) OF THE CONGRES
SIONAL BUDGET ACT-FISCAL YEAR 1992-continued 

With Additional Assumptions Regarding "Discretionary 
Spending Limits" 
[In millions of dollars] 

Entitle-Budget 
authority Outlays ment au-

500 Education, training, em
ployment, and social serv-
ices .................................... 10,520 9,302 

550 Health ............................. 62,483 63,401 
570 Medicare ......................... 37,158 38,158 
600 Income security .............. 61,488 61,351 
650 Social Security ................ 41 41 
700 Veterans benefits and 

services ......... ............ .. ... .... 16,797 16,817 
750 Administration of Justice 288 280 
800 General government ....... 6,742 6,742 
900 Net interest .................... 110 llO 

thority 

------------------
Subtotal .................... 207,713 202,705 

======= 
Discretionary appropriations action 

(assumed legislation): 
050 National defense ........... . 
ISO International affairs ...... . 
250 General science, space, 

and technology ................. . 
270 Energy ............................ . 
300 Natural resources and 

environment ............... ....... . 
350 Agriculture ..................... . 
370 Commerce and housing 

credit ................................. . 
400 Transportation .. .. .. ......... . 
450 Community and regional 

development ...................... . 
500 Education, training, em

ployment, and social serv-

291 ,361 
21 ,173 

17,077 
6,385 

19,767 
3,481 

3,582 
14,507 

5,948 

295,800 
19,751 

16,485 
5,326 

19,704 
3,459 

3,221 
33,410 

6,072 

ices .................................... 37,793 34,088 
550 Health ............................. 19,503 18,521 
570 Medicare ......................... 2,758 2,744 
600 Income security .............. 31 ,865 29,801 
650 Social security ................ 0 2,540 
700 Veterans benefits and 

services ...................... ... ..... 15,530 15,405 
750 Administration of Justice 13,388 13,375 
800 General government ....... 10,428 10,898 
920 Allowances ...................... -233 -2,642 
950 Undistributed offsetting 

receipts ................. ............. __ -_l_.s_oo ___ -_s_oo ___ _ 

Subtotal .................... 513,113 527,458 

Discretionary action by other com
mittees (assumed entitlement 
legislation): 

500 Education, tra ining, 
employment, and social 

======= 

services .... .......................... 307 249 
700 Veterans benefits and 

services ....... .. ..................... 484 436 ------------------
Subtotal ... ................. 791 686 ---------------Committee total ........ 721.617 730,848 

======= 
AGRICULTURE COMMITTEE 

Current level (enacted law): 
150 International affairs .... 0 -433 
270 Energy .......................... 186 107 
300 Natural resources and 

environment ....................... 509 524 0 
350 Agriculture ................... 18,866 13,ll6 ll ,360 
400 Transportation .............. 38 38 0 
450 Community and re-

6o8ionl~~:~~~~~~ .::::::::::: ~ 85~ 1 ,01~ 
800 General government ..... 321 322 321 
900 Net interest .................. 0 0 110 ------------------

Subtotal .................... __ 1_9_.92_o ____ l4_.s_27 ____ 1_2_.80_4 

Committee total ........ 19,920 14,527 12,804 

ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE 
Current level (enacted law): 

050 National defense ......... . 
500 Education, training, 

employment, and social 

======= 

11,471 11,473 22 

services .............................. 4 3 0 
600 Income security ............ 37,805 24,649 24,649 
700 Veterans benefits and 

services .............................. 196 165 165 ------------------Subtotal .................... 49,476 36,291 24,836 

Committee total ........ 49,476 36,291 24,836 

BANKING, FINANCE, AND URBAN 
AfFAIRS COMMITTEE 

Current level (enacted law): 
150 International affairs .... 

======= 

-1,069 

CONFERENCE AGREEMENT ON H. CON. RES. 121, ALLOCA
TION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE COM
MITTEE PURSUANT TO SEC. 602(a) OF THE CONGRES
SIONAL BUDGET ACT-FISCAL YEAR 1992-continued 

With Additional Assumptions Regarding "Discretionary 
Spending Limits" 
[In millions of dollars] 

370 Commerce and housing 

Budget 
authority 

Entitle-
Outlays ment au-

thority 

credit .................................. 101,840 97,371 
450 Community and re-

gional development ........... 12 -173 
600 Income security ......... ... 100 175 
800 General government ..... 97 97 
900 Net interest ... .......... .. ... 2,476 2,476 ------------------

Subtotal ........ ............ 104,526 98,878 
---------~---

Committee total ........ I 04,526 98,878 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Current level (enacted law): 

======= 

750 Administration of Justice 19 19 19 

Subtotal .................... 19 19 19 ------------------
Committee total ........ 19 19 19 

EDUCATION AND LABOR COMMITTEE 
Current level (enacted law): 

500 Education, training, em
ployment, and social serv-

======= 

ices ............ ......... ......... ...... 3,391 3,532 4,854 
600 Income security ............ .. ____ 1_12 ______ 99 ___ 7_,9_48 

Subtotal .................... 3,504 3,631 12,802 

Discretionary action (assumed leg
islation): 

500 Education, train ing, em
ployment, and social serv-

======= 

ices ........... ......................... 56 ------------------
Subtotal .............. ...... 56 

======= 
Committee total ........ ==3=,5=04===3=,6=3=1 ==12=,8=58 

ENERGY AND COMMERCE 
COMMITTEE 

Current level (enacted law): 
270 Energy ............................. 123 
300 Natural resources and 

environment ....................... 26 
370 Commerce and housing 

credit .......... .. ...................... 56 58 0 
550 Health ............................. ll2 123 59,700 
600 Income security ...... ........ 14,004 13,855 10,652 
800 General government ....... 8 8 8 ------------------

Subtotal .................... 14,180 14,192 70,361 ------------------
Committee total ........ 14,180 14,192 70,361 

======= 
FOREIGN AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 

Current level (enacted law): 
ISO International affairs ....... ll ,229 10,779 0 
600 Income security ............ .. 944 380 380 
800 General government ....... ___ 6 ____ 6 _____ o 

Subtotal ............ .. ...... __ 1_2_.17_9 ____ 1...;..1,1_65 ______ 38_0 

Committee total ........ 12,179 ll,l65 380 

GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS 
COMMITTEE 

Current level (enacted law): 

======= 

800 General government ....... 21 18 ------------------
Subtotal ................ .... 21 18 ------------------
Committee total ........ 21 18 

HOUSE ADMINISTRATION 
COMMITTEE 

Current level (enacted law): 
500 Education, training, em

ployment, and social serv-

======= 

ices ................ ........... ......... ll ll 0 
800 General government ....... ___ 34 ___ 1_59 ___ 2_39 

Subtotal .................... 44 170 239 -----------------
Committee total ........ 44 170 239 

INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS 
COMMITTEE 

Current level (enacted law): 
270 Energy ............................ . 
300 Natural resources and 

======= 

CONFERENCE AGREEMENT ON H. CON. RES. 121, ALLOCA
TION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE COM
MITTEE PURSUANT TO SEC. 602(a) OF THE CONGRES
SIONAL BUDGET ACT-FISCAL YEAR 1992-continued 

With Additional Assumptions Regarding "Discretionary 
Spending Limits" 
[In millions of dollars] 

Budget 
authority Outlays 

Entitle
ment au

thority 

550 Health ............................. 4 4 0 
800 General government ....... 845 836 874 -------------------

Subtotal .................... 1,840 1,414 1,264 --------------
Committee total ........ 1,840 1,414 1,264 

JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 
Current level (enacted law): 

370 Commerce and housing 
credit ................................ .. 

500 Education, training, em
ployment, and social serv-

======= 

215 223 

ices ............................... ..... 1,123 827 0 
600 Income security .............. 29 10 9 
750 Administration of Justice 957 903 157 
800 General government ....... ___ 4_33 ___ 4_33 ___ s_oo 

Subtotal .................... __ 2_,7_57 ___ 2_,3_96 ___ 6_67 

Committee total ........ ==2=,7=57===2=,3=96===6=67 

MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES 
COMMITTEE 

Current level (enacted law): 
300 Natural resources and 

environment ............ ........... 530 464 
370 Commerce and housing 

credit .................................. 76 71 0 
400 Transportation ................ 5 0 485 
600 Income security .............. 13 6 0 
800 General government ....... ___ 1 ____ 1 ____ 0 

Subtotal .................... 630 548 485 -------------------Committee total .... .... 630 548 485 

POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE 
COMMITTEE 

Current level (enacted law): 
370 Commerce and housing 

======= 

credit .................................. 1 I 0 
550 Health ............................. 0 285 3,067 
600 Income security .............. 59,195 33,855 33,855 
800 General government ....... 14,363 14,363 0 -------------------

Subtotal .................... 73,559 48,504 36,922 ------------
Committee total ........ 75,559 48,504 36,922 

PUBUC WORKS AND 
TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

Current level (enacted law): 

======= 

270 Energy ......................... .... 1,135 855 
300 Natural resources and 

environment ................... .. .. 208 167 
400 Transportation ................ 3,439 0 
450 Community and regional 

development ....................... 5 110 
800 General government ....... ___ 13 ____ 6_7 __ _ 

Subtotal .................... 4,800 1,197 ------------------
Discretionary action (assumed leg-

islation): 
400 Transportation ................ 16,358 -------------------

Subtotal .................... 16,358 ------------------
Committee total ........ 21,158 1,197 

SCIENCE, SPACE, AND TECHNOLOGY 
COMMITIEE 

Current level (enacted law): 
250 General science, space, 

and technology ................ .. 
270 Energy ........................... .. 
500 Education, training, em

ployment, and social serv-
ices ................................... . 

======= 

21 
15 

20 
IS 

Subtotal .. .................. 37 36 ------------------
Committee total ........ 37 36 

SMAll BUSINESS COMMITTEE 
Current level (enacted law): 

370 Commerce and housing 

======= 

credit .................................. 300 173 
450 Community and regional 

development ....................... 0 - 319 -------------------environment ...................... . 

340 

175 

477 

- 33 

149 

459 

18 Subtotal .................... -300 - 146 
450 Community and regional Committee total ........ 300 - 146 

development ...................... . 371 -------------------
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CONFERENCE AGREEMENT ON H. CON. RES. 121, ALLOCA

TION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE COM
MITTEE PURSUANT TO SEC. 602(a) OF THE CONGRES
SIONAL BUDGET ACT-fiSCAL YEAR 1992-Continued 

With Additional Assumptions Regarding "Discretionary 
Spending Limits" 
(In millions of dollars) 

VETERANS' AfFAIRS COMMITIEE 
Current level (enacted law): 

700 Veterans benefits and 

Budget 
authority Outlays 

Entitle
ment au

thority 

services .... .......................... 2,614 2,472 18,152 ------------------
Subtotal ................... . 2,614 2,472 18,152 ------------------

Discretionary action (assumed leg-
islation): 

700 Veterans benefits and 
services .............................. 484 ------------------

Subtotal .................... 484 ------------------Committee total ........ 2,614 2,614 18,636 

WAYS AND MEANS COMMmEE 
Current level (enacted law): 

500 Education, training, em-
ployment, and social serv-
ices ................................... . 

550 Health ............................ . 
570 Medicare ........................ . 
600 Income security ............. . 
650 Social security ............... . 
750 Administration of Justice 

------------------

0 
1,005 

130,291 
27,528 
5,812 

271 

0 
1,005 

127,060 
26,988 
5,812 

271 

5,644 
1,005 

127,027 
59,206 

0 
0 

CONFERENCE AGREEMENT ON H. CON. RES. 121, ALLOCA
TION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE COM
MITTEE PURSUANT TO SEC. 602(a) OF THE CONGRES
SIONAL BUDGET ACT-fiSCAL YEAR 1992-Continued 

With Additional Assumptions Regarding "Discretionary 
Spending Limits" 
(In millions of dollars) 

Budget 
authority Outlays 

Entitle
ment au

thority 

800 General government ....... 413 412 412 
900 Net interest ............. ... .... 315,024 315,024 315,024 ------------------

Subtotal .............. .. .... ___ 48_0._34_5 ___ 47_6_,s7_2 ___ s_o8_,3_18 

Committee total ........ 480,345 476,572 508,318 

UNASSIGNED TO COMMmEE 
Current level (enacted law): 

050 National defense ........... . 
150 International affairs ...... . 
250 General science, space, 

and technology ................. . 
270 Energy ............................ . 
300 Natural resources and 

environment ...................... . 
350 Agriculture .... .. .......... .. ... . 
370 Commerce and housing 

credit ............. .................... . 
400 Transportation ............... . 
450 Community and regional 

development ............. ...... .. . . 
500 Education, training, em

ployment, and social serv-
ices ................................... . 

======= 

- 12,196 
-11,257 

2 
-1,861 

-3,585 
-9,240 

-211 
-284 

-344 

-51 

-12,138 
-11,282 

-5 
-1,892 

-3,602 
-211 

-259 
-288 

- 303 

- 113 

CONFERENCE AGREEMENT ON H. CON. RES. 121, ALLOCA
TION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE COM
MITTEE PURSUANT TO SEC. 602(a) OF THE CONGRES
SIONAL BUDGET ACT-fiSCAL YEAR 1992-Continued 

With Additional Assumptions Regarding "Discretionary 
Spending Limits" 
(In millions of dollars) 

550 Health ............................ . 
570 Medicare ........................ . 
600 Income security ............. . 
650 Social security ............... . 
700 Veterans benefits and 

services ............. .... .. .. .. ...... . 
750 Administration of Justice 
800 General government ...... . 
900 Net. interest ... .......... ...... . 
920 Allowances ..................... . 
950 Undistributed offestting 

receipts ............................. . 

Budget 
authority 

- 7 
-50,107 
-10,882 

47 

- 1,321 
-1 ,223 

-22,131 
- 82,210 

33 

-32,600 

Outlays 

-38 
-50,062 
-10,869 

7 

-1,294 
-1,247 

-22,168 
-82,210 
-10,558 

-32,600 

Entitle
ment au

thority 

0 
0 
0 

-53,807 
0 

-------------------
Subtotal .................... -239,426 -241 ,132 -53,807 -------------------
Committee total ........ -239,426 -241 ,132 -53,807 

======= 
Total-Current level . 739,038 673,457 633,443 

======= 
Total-Discretionary 

action ................... ==53=0,=26=2==5=28=,1=43===54=0 

Grand total .............. . 1,269,300 1,201 ,600 633,982 

CONFERENCE AGREEMENT ON H. CON. RES. 121, ALLOCATION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE COMMITTEES PURSUANT TO SECTION 602(a) OF THE CONGRESSIONAL 
BUDGET ACT 

APPROPRIATIONS COMMmEE 

Budget au
thority 

1992 

With Additional Assumptions Regarding "Discretionary Spending Limits" 
[By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) 

Outlays Budget au
thority 

1993 

Outlays Budget au
thority 

1994 

Outlays Budget au
thority 

1995 

Outlays Budget au
thority 

1996 

Outlays 

1992-96 

Budget au
thority Outlays 

Current level (enacted law) ........................... 207,713 202,705 222,893 214,757 244,121 236,173 263,542 253,876 261,476 251.586 1,194,891 1,155,805 
=========================================================== 

Discretionary: 
Defense .................................................. 291 ,361 295,800 291 ,480 292,523 
International .......................................... 21 ,773 19,751 22,737 20,625 
Domestic .. .............................................. ____ 19_9:....,97_9 ____ 2_1.;_1,9_0_7 ____ 2_07.;_,3_70 _____ 22_4,:....54_1 ____________________________________________________________ _ 

Subtotal ............................................. 513,113 527,458 521 ,587 537,689 518,064 537,650 524,975 543,028 544,924 563,664 2,622,663 2,709,489 
======================================================================= 

Discretionary action by other commit-
tees ................................................... ===79=1===6=8=6 ===6=,0=73===5,'=63=5=====6,7=0=0 ===6='=,3=88=====7 ,=27=6===6=,9=19===3=1=,63=9===3=0,6=1=4 ===57=,3=33===5=3,=53=4 

Committee total ................................ 721 ,617 730,848 750,553 758,081 768,885 780,211 795,793 803,823 838,039 845,864 3,874,887 3,918,827 
=============================================================== 

AGRICULTURE CDMMmEE 

Current level (enacted law) .................... ....... ===19=,92=0===1=4,5=2=7 ===16=,4=54===1=2,=63=7===1=4,5=1=6 ===10=,7=87===1=5,=26=0===9=,3=10===7=,46=1===4,=75=8 ===73=,6=11===5=2=,01=9 

Discretionary action ........................................ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,720 3,540 3,720 3,540 
Committee total .... ............................ 19,920 14,527 16,454 12,637 14,516 10,787 15,260 9,310 11 ,181 8,298 77,331 55,559 

=============================================================== 
New entitlement authority .............................. =====================================4,=71=6=======4=,71=6 

BANKING, FINANCE, AND URBAN AfFAIRS 
COMMITIEE 

49,476 36,291 51,556 37,951 53,610 39,687 55,890 41,537 58,225 43,421 268,757 198,887 

Current level (enacted law) ........................... 104,526 98,878 56,227 48,241 35,599 25,173 17,737 -46,581 14,933 -42,656 229,022 83,055 
====================================================================== 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COMMITIEE 
Current level (enacted law) .......................... . 19 19 19 19 20 20 21 21 22 22 101 101 

======================================================================= 
EDUCATION AND LABOR COMMITIEE 

Current level (enacted law! ........................... _____ 3_,50_4 _____ 3_,6_3_1 _____ 2_.5_82 ______ 2._77_1 ______ 1,4_22 ______ 1_,58_8 _______ 68_9 ______ 7_68 _______ 38_3 ____ -_3_,9_1_1 _____ 8_.5_80 ______ 4._847 

New entitlement authority .............................. =======56=========4,=86=4=======4=,94=8=======5=,0=64=======5,2=2=1 =======2=0,=153 

ENERGY AND COMMERCE COMMITIEE 

Current level (enacted law) ............ ............... ==1=4'=,18=0===14=,1=9=2 ===14=,4=61===1=4,=50=5===14=,8=59===14'=,9=12===1=5,=24=1 ===15=,3=23===1=5'=,51=8===1=5,6=3=8 ===74=,2=59===7=4,=57=0 

FOREIGN AFFAIRS COMMITIEE 

Current level (enacted law) ........................... ==1=2'=,17=9===1=1,1=6=5 ===11=,5=42===1=1,=088===10=,9=2=0 ===10'=,8=20===1=0,=58=7 ===10=,4=35===1=0'=,47=2===1=0,0=9=9 ===55=,7=00===5=3,=60=7 

GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS COMMITTEE 

Current level (enacted law) ........................... ===2=1====18====22====1=9====23====20====2=4====20====2=5====2=1 ===1=15====9=8 

HOUSE ADMINISTRATION COMMITIEE 

Current level (enacted law) ........................... ===4=4===1=7=0 ====41====1=3====4=1 ===~===4=0====34====4=0===2=3=9 ===2=06====46=4 
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BUDGET ACT-Continued 
With Additional Assumptions Regarding "Discretionary Spending limits" 

[By fiscal year, in millions of dollars] 

INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 

Budget au
thority 

1992 

Outlays Budget au
thority 

1993 

Outlays Budget au
thority 

1994 

Outlays Budget au
thority 

1995 

Outlays Budget au
thority 

1996 

Outl ays 

1992-96 

Budget au
thority Outlays 

Current level (enacted law) ................... ........ ___________________ 1_,8_76 ___ 1_,62_5 ___ 1_,89_5 ___ 1_,61_3 ___ 1._90_1 ___ 1,_62_7 ___ 9._37_1 ___ 7,_77_8 1,840 1,414 1,499 1,859 

JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 
Current level (enacted law) ................ ........... 2,757 2,396 1,696 2,261 1,727 1,960 1,763 1,740 1,800 1,766 9,743 10,123 

=============================================================== 
MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES 

COMMITTEE 
630 Current level (enacted law) ........................... 681 633 695 665 720 686 3,386 3,116 

====================================================~==~==~~ 
548 584 660 

POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE COMMITTEE 
Current level (enacted law) ........... ................ 73,559 48,504 77,712 50,691 82,913 52,758 87,964 55,348 92,620 60,368 414,768 267,669 

=============================================================== 
PUBLIC WORKS AND TRANSPORTATION 

COMMITTEE 

Current level (enacted law) ................. .......... ===4=,8=00===1=,1=97===2=,0=11===1=,5=80===2=,35=6===1=,85=5===1=,76=4===1,'=16=8===1,'=54=0====74;:;,0==.,;1;;2,:::47=1==~6,:::54,;,0 
Discretionary action ........................................ 16,358 21,929 24,225 26,503 28,784 117,799 

=============================================================== 
Committee total ............... ................. 21,158 1,197 23,940 1,580 26,581 1,855 28,267 1,168 30,324 740 130,270 6,540 

========================================================~~===== 
SCIENCE, SPACE, AND TECHNOLOGY 

COMMITTEE 

Current level (enacted law) .... ..... .................. ====37====36====29====29====2=6====2=6====2=4====2=4====2=4====2'=4=====14=0===:::13,;,9 

SMALL BUSINESS COMMITTEE 
Current level (enacted law) .. ................. . 300 -146 280 -222 156 -253 51 -237 -238 787 -1,096 

VETERANS' AFFAIRS COMMITIEE 
Current level (enacted law) ................... . 2,614 2,472 2,499 2,652 2,271 2,606 2,334 2,424 2,049 2,205 11 ,767 12,359 

New entitlement authority ............. ... .......... .... 1,266 1,722 2,391 6,811 
=============================================================== 

484 948 

WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE 
Current level (enacted law) .. ........... .............. 480,345 476,572 519,540 515,810 556,704 552,563 591,571 586,561 623,890 618,685 2,772,050 2,750,191 

=============================================================== 
New entitlement authority .............................. =======================21=4========20=7========19=9==========6=2=0 

UNASSIGNED TO COMMITTEE 
Current level (enacted law) ...................... ..... -239,426 -241,132 -258,972 -248,109 -272,030 -262,599 -284,146 -274,896 -294,766 -285,998 -1,349,340 -1,312,734 

=========================================================~======= 
Total current level .... ......................... ==7=39=,0=38===6=73=,4=57===7=23=,1=11===6=68=,7=76===75=1"=,8=11===69=0=,36=2===78=2=,94=6===65=9=,15=3====79:::8::,33:::3====67=9,:::08;;2=~3,:::79:::0,:::38:::5=~3,:::36:::7,:::538::: 

Total discretionary action ................. 530,262 528,143 549,589 543,324 548,989 544,038 558,754 549,947 609,067 597,818 2,801,515 2,766,562 
================================================================ 

Grand totals ........ ................ ......... ..... 1,269,300 1,201,600 1,272,700 1,212,100 1,300,800 1,234,400 1,341,700 1,209,100 1,407,400 1,276,900 6,591,900 6,134,100 
===========================================================~======= 

Total new entitlement authority ...... . 540 5,812 6,428 6,993 12,527 32,300 

COAST GUARD FUNDING 

The conferees concur with the language in 
the report accompanying the House resolu
tion stating that military activities of the 
Coast Guard should be considered as defense 
rather than domestic discretionary spending. 
See H.R. Rep. No. 102-32, 102d Cong., 1st 
Sess., at 65 (1991). 

FUNCTION BOO 

The conferees assume and intend that no 
cut in the rate of pay of Government em
ployees will be necessary to achieve the lev
els set forth in the conference agreement for 
function 800 (General Government). 

FUNCTION 950 

Function 950 contains an unallocated re
duction across all functions within the do
mestic discretionary cap of $1.8 billion in 
budget authority and $500 million in outlays 
in fiscal year 1992. 

REPORT LANGUAGE 

The conferees intend that language in the 
reports of the Senate and House Committees 
on the Budget on the concurrent resolution 
on the budget that has not been modified by 
this conference report remains as a source of 
legislative history on the drafters' intent on 
the concurrent resolution. 

ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS 

The conference agreement is based on the 
following economic assumptions: 

CBO ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS 
[Calendar year, percent] 

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 

Real GNP increase ................ . 3.3 2.9 2.8 2.7 2.7 
Consumer price index in-

crease ..................... .. ........ . 4.9 3.5 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 
3-mo Treasury bill rate ........ . 6.6 7.0 6.7 6.3 5.9 5.7 
10-yr Treasury note rate ...... .. 7.9 7.7 7.6 7.4 7.3 7.2 
Unemployment rate .............. .. 6.8 6.4 6.2 6.0 5.8 5.6 

NUMERICAL DISPLAYS 

Section 3 of the Senate amendment sets 
forth the increase in the debt. The Budget 
Enforcement Act amended section 301(b)(5) 
of the Congressional Budget Act to allow for 
display in the budget resolution of a heading 
entitled "Debt Increase as Measure of Defi
cit" in which the resolution may set forth 
the amounts by which the debt subject to 
limit would increase in each of the relevant 
fiscal years. 

Section 4 of the Senate amendment shows 
retirement trust fund balances. Once again, 
the Budget Enforcement Act amended sec
tion 301(b)(6) of the Congressional Budget 
Act to allow a heading entitled "Display of 
Federal Retirement Trust Fund Balances" in 
which the resolution may set forth the bal
ances of the Federal retirement trust funds. 

Section 5 of the Senate amendment dis
plays, for enforcement purposes in the Sen
ate, the levels of Social Security revenues 

and outlays. The Budget Enforcement Act 
amended sections 301(a)(6) and 301(a)(7) of the 
Congressional Budget Act to provide for 
these displays. 

Section 6(19) of the Senate amendment 
shows the levels of gross interest consistent 
with the levels of net interest shown in 
major functional category 900, which appear 
in section 6(18) of the Senate amendment. 

As in past years, the Senate amendment 
displays levels for secondary loan guarantee 
commitments. 

The House resolution sets forth none of 
these numerical displays. The House resolu
tion does, however, revise the levels for fis
cal year 1991, while the Senate does not. 

The conference agreement sets forth nu
merical displays as in the Senate amend
ment. The conference agreement also in
cludes language applicable only in the House 
on levels for fiscal year 1991. 

MISCELLANEOUS LANGUAGE PROVISIONS 

The Senate amendment also contains a 
number of miscellaneous language provisions 
at the conclusion of the budget resolution. 
The House resolution contains no such provi
sions. 

ASSET SALES AND LOAN PREPAYMENTS 

Section 7 of the Senate amendment is a 
provision on asset sales that is very similar 
to those in every budget resolution since 
that for fiscal year 1988. This section would 



11616 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE May 21, 1991 
prevent, during the time that the budget res
olution is in effect, the use for spending of 
the proceeds from asset sales and loan pre
payments. It does this by prohibiting the 
counting of asset sales for purposes of the al
locations to committees under sections 302, 
601, and 602 of the Congressional Budget Act. 
This provision is consistent with section 
257(e) of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, which 
prohibits the counting of asset sales and loan 
prepayments for the purposes of determining 
whether that Act calls for across-the-board 
cuts. This section does not preclude asset 
sales or loan prepayments nor does it deter
mine whether an action constitutes an asset 
sale, a loan prepayment, or neither. It adopts 
the definition of those terms t hat exists in 
current law. 

The conference agreement also includes a 
provision on asset sales similar to that in 
the Senate amendment. The language in the 
conference agreement extends the prohibi
tion of counting asset sales to sections 311, 
604, and 605. The conferees thus intend the 
rule on asset sales to be uniform for all pur
poses. 

ACCOUNTING TREATMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY 
REVENUES 

The new law requires the budget resolution 
to provide two numbers for each year for So
cial Security enforcement in the Senate: a 
ceiling on outlays and a floor for revenues. 
Under existing laws, if the budget resolution 
increases the outlay ceiling, then legislation 
that raises Social Security outlays would be 
in order in the Senate later in the year. 
Under the existing law, if the budget resolu
tion lowers the revenue floor, then legisla
tion that cut Social Security revenues would 
be in order in the Senate later in the year. In 
addition (under section 302(f) of the Congres
sional Budget Act), if the budget resolution 
increased the outlay ceiling by some 
amount, then legislation that cut Social Se
curity revenues by an equal amount would 
also be in order in the Senate later in the 
year, and vice versa. The language of section 
8 of the Senate amendment would, during 
the time that the budget resolution is in ef
fect, preclude changes in Social Security 
that reduced any of the annual Social Secu
rity surpluses. 

Section 8 of the Senate amendment also 
states the sense of the Congress that the 
Congress should not enact major reductions 
in Social Security revenues unless the cur
rent actuarial estimates of the Social Secu
rity Trust Funds over the next 75 years indi
cate the Trust Funds are actuarially sound. 
Currently, the actuarial estimates for the 
next 75 years show a slight imbalance for the 
Trust Funds. This language does not address 
the question of enactment of legislation that 
would restore the actuarial balance of the 
Trust Funds over a 75 year period, even 
though it reduced revenues in some years. 

The conference agreement contains the 
language of section 8 of the Senate amend
ment that preclude changes in Social Secu
rity that reduce any of the annual Social Se
curity surpluses. The conference agreement 
also includes language stating the sense of 
the Senate that the Social Security levels in 
the budget resolution are consistent with the 
assumption that if the Congress adopts legis
lation to address the "notch" in Social Secu
rity benefits or any other legislation affect
ing Social Security, that such legislation 
shall include other changes to Social Secu
rity outlays and revenues to ensure that the 
annual Social Security surpluses that accrue 
to the Social Security Trust Fund are notre
duced. 

RESERVE FUND FOR FAMILY AND ECONOMIC 
SECURITY INITIATIVES 

Section 9 of the Senate amendment sets 
forth a reserve fund to provide for deficit 
neutral direct spending initiatives in five 
areas: (a) improvements in the health and 
nutrition of children and provision of serv
ices to protect children and strengthen fami
lies, (b) economic recovery initiatives for un
employment compensation or other, related 
programs, (c) continuing improvements in 
ongoing health care programs or beginning 
phasing-in health insurance coverage for all 
Americans, (d) expanding access to early 
childhood development services for low-in
come pre-schoolers, and (e) surface transpor
tation. 

Specifically, section 9 provides that, in the 
Senate, budget authority and outlays may be 
allocated to a committee or committees 
when the committee or committees, or a 
committee of conference, report legislation 
achieving one or more of the objectives ref
erenced above, and that will, if enacted, also 
provide for reductions in budget authority 
and outlays sufficient to pay for the reported 
initiative and not increase the deficit in this 
resolution. Upon the reporting of the legisla
tion, and again upon the submission of a con
ference report, the Chairman of the Budget 
Committee may file with the Senate appro
priately revised allocations under sections 
302(a) and 602(a) of the Congressional Budget 
Act and revised functional levels and aggre
gates to carry out this section. 

The House resolution has no such provi
sion. The report accompanying the House 
resolution notes that under the 1990 budget 
agreement, entitlement increases and tax re
ductions must be paid for with offsetting 
spending cuts or revenue increases. The re
port lists several similar pay-as-you-go ini
tiatives which the House Budget Committee 
expects to be considered during the current 
session of Congress. Included are: (a) invest
ments in children through improvements in 
nutrition, foster care, child welfare, and so
cial services programs, (b) improvements in 
unemployment insurance coverage, (c) im
provements in medicare and medicaid and an 
initiative to provide access to health care in
surance for all uncovered Americans, (d) en
ergy security and infrastructure investment, 
(e) revenue neutral changes in the tax code, 
and (f) partial public funding for Federal leg
islative elections. See H.R. REP. No. 102-32, 
102d Cong., 1st Sess., at 114-16 (1991). 

The conference agreement contains reserve 
fund language similar to that in the Senate 
amendment. Specifically, section 9 of the 
conference agreement provides that, in the 
Senate, budget authority and outlays may be 
allocated to a committee or committees 
when the committee or committees, or a 
committee of conference, report legislation 
achieving one or more of the objectives ref
erenced above, and that will not increase the 
deficit. Upon the reporting of the legislation, 
and again upon the submission of a con
ference report, the Chairman of the Budget 
Committee may file with the Senate appro
priately revised allocations under sections 
302(a) and 602(a) of the Congressional Budget 
Act and revised functional levels and aggre
gates to carry out this section. The con
ference agreement makes clear that deficit 
neutrality must be maintained for fiscal 
year 1992 and the total of the 5-year period 
covered by the resolution. 

CHILDREN AND THE FAMILY 

Section 10 of the Senate amendment states 
that the sense of the Congress that if Con
gress enacts an income surtax on million
aires, then Congress will use the revenue 

generated by that surtax to offset a commen
surate increase in direct tax assistance to 
families, which will include increasing de
pendent exemptions and tax credits for chil
dren. 

The conference agreement contains lan
guage similar to section 10 of the Senate 
amendment. 

HIGH PRIORITY DISCRETIONARY PROGRAMS 

Section 11 of the Senate amen<L"!lent states 
the finding that inefficient, parochial, and 
outdated Federal programs exist in both the 
domestic and defense areas. Section 11 also 
states the sense of the Congress that, within 
the discretionary caps, the Committees on 
Appropriations should (1) consider proposals 
to terminate substandard and inefficient pro
grams in 1992, (2) reduce the Federal invest
ment in outdated programs, and (3) reallo
cate those resources to higher-priority pro
grams. 

Although the House resolution contains no 
such language, the report accompanying the 
House resolution includes language noting 
that although the perception is often exag
gerated that the Federal Government is 
wasteful and inefficient, there is always 
room for improvement and reform. See H.R. 
Rep. No. 102-32, 102d Cong., 1st Sess., at 193-
94 (1991). The report then recommends a vari
ety of organizations and programs as exam
ples to be examined for possible elimination, 
consolidation, or independent funding. 

The conference agreement contains no 
such language. 

FAIRNESS IN FEDERAL PROGRAM BENEFITS 

Section 12 of the Senate amendment states 
the finding that Federal spending for all seg
ments of the population has grown signifi
cantly over the last 2 decades, and that Fed
eral benefits increasingly have been provided 
not necessarily to the poor, but to those who 
have pre-transfer incomes above the poverty 
line. Substantial amounts of Federal spend
ing-nearly $26.5 billion in calendar year 
1989--went to households with incomes in the 
top 20 percent. Section 12 lists several pro
grams that continue to grow. Section 12 
states the sense of the Congress in support of 
a wiser, more fair and more equitable dis
tribution of Federal benefits. Section 12 
states that subsidies provided to the wealthi
est should be either redirected to provide 
more assistance to the poor or applied to fur
ther deficit reduction. 

The conference agreement contains no 
such language. 

VETERANS' PROGRAMS 

Section 13 of the Senate amendment states 
that sense of the Congress that veterans' 
programs are to top national priority and 
that critical veterans needs-particularly in 
the areas of medical care-must be ad
dressed. The section urges the Committees 
on Appropriations, while acting within the 
discretionary caps, to give maximum consid
eration to veterans' benefits programs. 

Section 13 also notes that, as a result of 
the Consolidated Omnibus Budget Reconcili
ation Act of 1990, some disabled, mentally in
competent veterans may be receiving dis
criminatory treatment. The Reconciliation 
Act of 1990 provides that institutionalized in
competent veterans without spouse, child, or 
dependent, whose estate exceeds $25,000 (ex
cluding the value of the home), are not eligi
ble for compensation benefits until the value 
of the estate is reduced to $10,000. Section 13 
states that sense of the Congress that this 
law may be inconsistent with the Americans 
with Disabilities Act and, therefore, may be 
discriminatory. Section 13 further states 
that the committees of jurisdiction should 
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modify the provisions of the Omnibus Rec
onciliation Act of 1990, on a deficit-neutral 
basis, to provide alternative methods for 
achieving the budget savings assumed within 
the Act. 

The conference agreement contains lan
guage similar to that in the Senate amend
ment regarding the importance of veterans' 
programs. 

DEFICIT REDUCTION 

Section 14 of the Senate amendment finds 
that the deficit has grown, the economy has 
declined, the savings and loan bailout has be
come costlier, foreign interest rates are 
high, and that further deficit reduction 
should be combined with other steps to lower 
interest rates and foster long-term growth. 
Section 14 also states the sense of the Con
gress that the Budget Committees, along 
with the administration and the bipartisan 
congressional leadership should develop a 
comprehensive, multi-year plan for further 
deficit reduction for Congress to consider 
next year. 

The conference agreement contains no 
such language. 

TRANSPORTATION TRUST FUND 

Section 15 of the Senate amendment finds 
that the transportation trust fund is onbudg
et and that inclusion creates the illusion 
that the deficit is being brought into the bal
ance, that the trust fund was intended for 
construction and maintenance and infra
structure, that using it for that purpose 
would bolster the economy, and that the 
trust funds would best be protected by ex
cluding them from the deficit. Section 15 
also states the sense of the Congress that 
Congress should enact legislation to exclude 
the trust funds from the definition of the 
deficit. 

The conference agreement contains no 
such language. 

PuBLIC DEBT LIMIT IN THE HOUSE 

Rule XLIX of the Rules of the House of 
Reprensentatives sets forth a procedure for 
changing the statutory limit on the level of 
the public debt. 

This concurrent resolution sets forth the 
appropriate level of the public debt for the 
coming fiscal year, 1992. Under the rule, upon 
final passage by both bodies of a concurrent 
resolution on the budget, the public debt 
level for fiscal year 1992 set forth in the reso
lution would be incorporated into the text of 
joint resolution. 

Pursuant to the rule, the text of the joint 
resolution would be as follows: 

That subsection (b) of section 3101 of title 
31, United States Code, is amended by strik
ing out the dollar limitation contained in 
such subsection and inserting in lieu thereof 
$3,982,200,000,000. 

Under the rule, that joint resolution is 
then deemed passed by the House and sent to 
the Senate for its consideration. If the Sen
ate approves the joint resolution without 
amendment, the joint resolution is sent to 
the President for his signature. (If the Sen
ate were to amend the joint resolution, the 
measure would be returned to the House for 
further ac~ion.) 

Legislative jurisdiction over the public 
debt remains in the Committee on Ways and 
Means. The rule does not preclude that com
mittee from originating public debt bills 
whenever necessary. 

LEON E. PANETTA, 
RICHARD GEPHARDT, 
JAMES L. OBERSTAR, 
FRANK J. GUARINI, 
DICK DURBIN, 
MIKE ESPY, 
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DALE E. KILDEE, 
ANTHONY C. BEILENSON, 
JERRY HUCKABY, 
MARTIN OLAV SABO, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

JIM SASSER, 
J. BENNETT JOHNSTON, 
DON RIEGLE, 
PAUL SIMON, 
WYCHE FOWLER, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEARS 
1992 AND 1993 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MURTHA). Pursuant to House Resolu
tion 156 and rule XXIII, the Chair de
clares the House in the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the further consideration of 
the bill, H.R. 2100. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved it
self into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
2100) to authorize appropriations for 
fiscal years 1992 and 1993 for military 
functions of the Department of Defense 
and to prescribe military personnel 
levels for fiscal years 1992 and 1993, and 
for other purposes, with Mr. POSHARD 
(Chairman pro tempore) in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. When 

the Committee of the Whole rose ear
lier today, the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from illinois [Mr. 
MICHEL] had been disposed of. 

It is now in order to debate the sub
ject matter of burden sharing. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. ASPIN] will be recog
nized for 30 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Alabama [Mr. DICKINSON] 
will be recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. ASPIN]. 

Mr. AS PIN. Mr. Chairman, on our 
side, the gentlewoman from Colorado 
[Mrs. SCHROEDER] will be managing the 
time on behalf of the committee for 
this part of the debate. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
POSHARD). Without objection, the gen
tlewoman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE
DER] will be recognized for 30 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, the 

gentleman from New York [Mr. MAR
TIN] will be handling the time on this 
side for the debate on burden sharing. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. MARTIN] will be recognized 
for 30 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER]. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 3 minutes. 
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Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 

this is the year of burden sharing. I 
will explain why. 

First, Desert Shield/Storm proved 
two things. It proved that the allies 
really can contribute much more to the 
common defense. Japan came up with 
almost $11 billion; Germany finally 
coughed up $6.5 billion. France and 
Britain sent troops and ships and 
planes. A year ago, none of us would 
have believed that our allies would do 
this much. I still think what they did 
was inadequate and we haven't col
lected all the pledges yet. The fact re
mains, however, that the Persian Gulf 
conflict was a new high water mark for 
burden sharing. 

Desert Shield/Storm also proved that 
our diplomats really can successfully 
solicit contributions from our allies 
when need be. Usually, all we hear 
from the White House, the State De
partment, and the Defense Department 
is lame excuses on why the allies can
not do more. Something strange hap
pens when our diplomats go to nego
tiate: they come back talking like the 
guy on the other side of the table. Yet, 
for the Persian Gulf conflict, they 
brought home the bacon. 

Second, the role of the U.S. military 
throughout the world has really 
changed. During the cold war, we were 
containing possible aggression by the 
Soviet Union because it made more 
sense to stop expansionism at the 
Fulda Gap than in New York Harbor. 
Now, our forces are helping to main
tain stability and permit economic de
velopment and democratization 
throughout the world. Those are still 
vital U.S. interests. Yet, they do not 
rise to the survival level of the cold 
war threat. In other words, in the new 
world order, we have every right to ex
pect our allies to bear a much greater 
proportion of the common defense bur
den than of the old burden. 

And, the administration appears 
thoroughly oblivious to changes in the 
world. Look at this chart showing 
troop levels in Eurv.i.)e from 1983 to 
today. The Berlin Wall has collapsed 
and we have cut troop levels by less 
than 10 percent. 

Third, we are running out of money. 
The budget agreement capped defense 
spending for the next 5 years and it 
does not provide enough money to 
maintain anything like our current 
overseas military establishment. We 
will need both to cut our troops abJ¥)ad 
and to get much more financial help 
from our allies. 

Fourth, we are closing bases at home. 
I cannot explain to the people of Den
ver why it makes sense to close Lowry 
Air Force Base, as Secretary Cheney 
has proposed, while building a new base 
in Crotone, Italy, as Secretary Cheney 
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has also proposed. I cannot explain why 
it makes sense to close dozens of do
mestic bases while refusing to close 
anything except a few gas stations and 
liquor stores in Germany. 

We have five amendments in order 
under the rule. I will be supporting 
each of these amendments. Let me 
briefly describe what each of these 
amendments would do: 

Schroeder amendment: Establishes 
sense of Congress that number of U.S. 
troops in Europe should be reduced to 
100,000 by fiscal year 1995. 

Frank amendment: Reduces author
ization by $8 billion, requiring that the 
reduction come through reductions in 
forces and equipment assigned to Eu
rope, Japan, or Korea. Also, requires 
report on overseas base closure cri
teria, activities to close foreign bases, 
fair market value, and status of nego
tiations. 

Dorgan amendment: Instructs the 
President to negotiate a proportionate 
defense cost-sharing agreement with 
each nation in which the United States 
has troops stationed. Establishes a mu
tual defense payments account to 
track cost-sharing contributions for 
each such country. 

Bryant amendment: Placing a cap, 
which goes lower each year, on the 
number of foreign national employees 
that can be employed by DOD at the 
end of each future fiscal year. 

Mrazek amendment: Places cap of 
30,000 on number of United States 
troops assigned to Korea-down from 
43,000-and create an Army sublimit of 
20,000. Also, encourages transfer of 
leading role from United States to 
Korea. 

I will be speaking later in more de
tail on each of these amendments. I 
urge my colleagues to support them. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 6 
minutes to the gentleman from Ala
bama [Mr. DICKINSON], the ranking 
member of the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, we 
now begin debate on a series of amend
ments politely entitled "burden shar
ing," but which are thinly disguised ef
forts to bash our allies and force a re
turn to Fortress America. Such efforts 
have more to do with political expedi
ency than with a constructive debate 
on defense issues. 

Allocating these amendments 4 hours 
of floor time, more time I might add 
than has been granted to any debate 
this year, suggests that the Committee 
on Armed Services found major burden
sharing problems. 

I fact, the amount allocated is in
consistent, to the burden-sharing facts, 
is out of sync with what the committee 
found. 

Let me read some of the quotes that 
the committee itself found on burden 
sharing: "1990 was a remarkable year 
for burden sharing." Another, "Last 
year was also remarkable in terms of 

more traditional burden sharing." An
other quot~. "Real burden-sharing 
progress occurred with Japan and 
Korea." Another quote, "And by 1995, 
current Department of Defense plans 
call for the elimination of nearly 60 
percent of the Army divisions and over 
60 percent of the tactical fighter wings 
now stationed in Europe." 

Some other facts substantiated by 
the committee are also informative. 
Recent burden-sharing agreements 
with Japan will make it cheaper for 
the United States to base its forces 
there than in the United States. In ef
fect, the only things that Japan will 
not pay for are the United States sala
ries and operational costs, costs that 
the United States would incur any
where its forces are stationed. 

In Korea, cost sharing has increased 
$32 million in 1988 to $150 million in 
1991, more than fourfold increase. Con
cluded agreements ensure that the Ko
rean Government-which now pays 22 
percent of all won-based United States 
costs-will continue to pay higher 
shares. 

Desert Storm pledges continue to 
come in. Recent GAO testimony before 
congressional committees indicates 
that we can expect our allies to meet 
their pledges in a timely manner, and 
that the amounts they contribute are 
likely to exceed the U.S. costs of the 
war. 

General Galvin, our commander in 
chief in Europe, testified repeatedly 
that the Department of Defense will re
duce United States forces in Europe by 
at least 50 percent by the year 1995. 
What more can we expect than 50 per
cent in the next 5 years? 

NATO remains one of our best bur
den-sharing agreements, with our allies 
picking up more than 70 percent of the 
cost. In Asia and the Pacific, the De
partment of Defense has already an
nounced personnel cuts of 12 to 15 per
cent, to be achieved by 1992. The De
partment has pledged to continue re
ductions as threats diminish, and as 
dictated by our overall security inter
ests. 

Despite these facts, though, we will 
spend 4 hours today addressing amend
ments whose underlying principle is, 
unless our allies pay all of our overseas 
costs, we will withdraw totally, com
pletely, and immediately, back to For
tress America. 

Could our allies do more to contrib
ute to the collective defense? Sure they 
could, and Congress has a responsibil
ity to demand equitable burden shar
ing. However, the underlying philoso
phy and specific measures proposed by 
the five burden-sharing amendments 
have nothing to do with equality. 

I oppose these measures for three 
fundamental reasons: first, our forces 
are deployed overseas to protect U.S. 
national interests and provide U.S. se
curity. Not just overseas. Moreover, 
our men and women in uniform are not 

hired guns available to the highest bid
der, as some of the amendments would 
make them seem. 

Second, the House Committee on 
Armed Services has ratified a national 
defense strategy known as the base 
force policy which calls for the contin
ued forward deployment of United 
States troops, albeit it in reduced num
bers, in both Asia and Europe. Nothing 
that the committee found about the 
threats of our financial security would 
support the more rapid overseas 
drawdown; nothing. The total with
drawal or allied bashing embodied in 
these amendments is unconscionable; I 
consider it a measure of weakness. Of 
the amendments, none of them, not 
even the one offered by my friend and 
colleague, the gentlewoman from Colo
rado [Mrs. SCHROEDER], was presented 
to the House Committee on Armed 
Services for indepth evaluation during 
the authorization process. We did not 
hold a hearing on these. 

Therefore, for the House to poten
tially adopt these amendments after 
just several hours of debate on the 
House floor, without hearings, without 
going into them, without having wit
nesses, I think is shortsighted and un
fair. 
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Third, the world has changed, but not 

in ways that the authors of these 
amendments would have you believe. 
As Deputy National Security Director 
Robert Gates said recently, "We must 
look anew at the world and our role in 
it." 

Contrary to the predictions of some 
on both the left and the right to pass 
burdens of leadership internationally 
to others, a return to isolationism is 
not possible; not for a nation that ex
ported more than 673 billion dollars' 
worth of goods last year and whose cul
tural and political influence is so per
vasive. 

As I see it then we must find new 
ways of asserting leadership, and bur
den ·sharing and the bashing of our al
lies is not the way to do it. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Nevada [Mr. BILBRA Y], a distinguished 
member of the subcommittee. 

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to encourage my colleagues to follow 
the lead of the Armed Services Com
mittee in adopting a responsible ap
proach to the vital issues of our over
seas deployments and the contribu
tions made by our allies to our com
mon security. 

As always, a responsible approach to 
these issues must be based on an under
standing of the most fundamental prin
ciple of our foreign and security poli
cies-that is, our overseas activities, 
including the deployment and use of 
our Armed Forces, are designed to 
serve American interests and provide 
for American security. Our proud men 
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and women in uniform, so important to 
our victories in the cold war and the 
gulf war, are not mercenaries for hire 
to the highest bidder. They fly the red, 
white and blue-not a "Have Gun, Will 
Travel" poster. 

A responsible approach to these is
sues should also be instructed by the 
fact that the Department of Defense, 
with a great deal of scrutiny and over
sight from the Congress, has been 
working to develop a plan for 
transitioning to a considerably smaller 
and more home-based military, while 
providing for U.S. security amidst the 
uncertainties and instabilities of a 
changing world. 

The plan laid out in Armed Services 
Committee hearings calls for: 

First, cutting about one quarter of 
our military force structure over 5 
years. And, in spite of the increased 
force size resulting from Desert Storm, 
DOD reports it will be back on the pro
jected time lines for that reduction by 
next year; 

Second, greatly reducing our forward 
deployed forces. Just a couple of years 
ago, authorized U.S. troop strength in 
Europe was more than 325,000. Last 
year, the Congress cut that to about 
260,000. The plan before us now for Eu
rope is to go from two corps to one, and 
from seven air wings to three. We are 
also withdrawing more than 15,000 
troops from the Pacific Theater in the 
first phase of reductions there; and 

Third, the plan is to cut overseas de
ployments further as U.S. interests and 
the international situation permit. 

We should keep in mind, also, that 
the Armed Services Committee and the 
entire Congress have been pressing 
hard for a more equitable distribution 
of the burdens and responsibilities of 
defense among our allies. Our efforts 
have had considerable effect. Contribu
tions to the common defense have in
creased, especially from Japan and 
Korea. Allied contributions to U.S. op
erations in Desert Shield/Desert Storm 
are climbing to close to $40 billion. In 
fact, the Department of Defense re
cently reported to Congress that allied 
contributions for calendar year 1990 
covered about 73 percent of U.S. Desert 
Shield costs for that year and that 
such contributions could well cover an 
even greater percentage of U.S. war 
costs for 1991. 

Mr. Chairman, the Defense authoriza
tion bill before us represents the best 
efforts of the Armed Services Commit
tee to insure that our defense budget, 
force structure, and forward deploy
ments are adjusted to new realities, 
while taking care of our men and 
women in uniform at home and over
seas. It also reflects the requirement to 
make such adjustments within the 
budget resolution, as well as our con
stant efforts toward the equitable dis
tribution among our allies of the bur
dens and responsibilities of our com
mon security. 

I urge my colleagues to chart a re
sponsible course through the five 
burdensharing amendments today. I es
pecially urge them to reject the at
tempt, euphemistically entitled a 
"burdensharing" amendment, to cut $8 
billion across the board from this bill. 
That would certainly not be a respon
sible course of action. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, we have heard anum
ber of great speeches on the floor over 
the course of the past couple days. A 
common thread runs through them 
that the cold war is over and now we 
have to gallop to retrench as fast as we 
can, as obviously they would argue, the 
world is safe and there are no more 
Saddam Husseins or people of that ilk 
to cause wars around the world and 
that we can just relax. 

Last evening for those who had the 
opportunity to see it, a local TV chan
nel was running a documentary that 
had President John F. Kennedy stand
ing before the Berlin Wall giving his fa
mous speech nearly 30 years ago. In
deed, America has paid a large part of 
keeping the world peace. People have 
said that we have paid more than our 
share. I think we would all agree with 
that, but I do not think many of us 
would trade the money that was spent 
for what could have been a disastrous · 
nuclear war or another conflict in the 
Pacific or in Europe. 

Indeed, I wish that President Ken
nedy could have lived to see that wall 
come down. I am sure he would have 
been proud, as I am proud, of what 
America has done since 1945 to try to 
keep world peace. 

I want to take special note and thank 
the Rules Committee for allowing 4 
hours of debate on this portion of the 
bill. We are back here as it were by 
popular demand. Last year it was such 
a successful exercise bashing all of our 
allies, past and present, and railing on 
against institutions such as NATO, 
that I think it is appropriate that we 
have more time this year so that ev
eryone can be heard and bash the na
tion of their choice. 

I heard comments made on the floor 
that somehow our forces around the 
world are in the case of Europe-de
fending Europe; or in the case of Japan, 
defending Japan, or in the case of 
Korea, defending Korea. 

I would like to point out that I hope 
there comes a time when no American 
soldier has to be stationed anywhere in 
the world outside of the continental 
United States. 

It is probably an old-fashioned out
dated feeling I have that the object of 
the exercise ought to be providing for 
our Nation's defense and trying to pre
serve world peace. We found out years 
ago that more often than not when a 
war starts, the United States ends up 
in it. 

I think that investment that was 
made since the time of John F. Ken
nedy for preserving world peace was 
money well spent. 

I can think of no reason for station
ing a single soldier, airman or marine, 
either in Europe or in Japan, if it is 
not in the best interest of this Nation, 
the United States of America. We are 
certainly not stationed in Japan at the 
present time to protect Japan. That is 
a very important part of the world. 
That is a part of the world where the 
economy of the world is now centered, 
in the Pacific, no longer the Atlantic. 
Some of us lose sight of that fact. 

And yet, for us and for our allies, 
most of whom assisted in the recent 
war in the Persian Gulf, I think it is 
important that we have a Europe that 
is at peace. 

We are going to have amendments of
fered that say how supportive we are of 
NATO. What we are not talking about 
too much is that the NATO infrastruc
ture fund to which we contribute some 
28 percent and the balance of the NATO 
countries some 72 percent, we say to 
them in another portion of the bill, 
"Yes, that might be the NATO infra
structure account, but before you build 
anything out of that account, I don't 
care what NATO says, we don't care 
what General Galvin says, we don't 
care what the President of the United 
States might say or Secretary Cheney, 
NATO, you better come check with the 
House of Representatives, or more ap
propriately, 'clear it with our commit
tee before you use that NATO infra
structure fund." 
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I think that is the signal, not the 

nice language of the sense of Congress, 
that is most important and the thing 
that will be best understood by our 
NATO allies. 

I would also point out in the time 
that I have, that a year ago, when we 
were considering the defense authoriza
tion bill on the floor, it was a time of 
relative peace. Little did we know that 
in the intervening year we would send 
nearly 550,000 Americans and thousands 
of allies from better than 20 countries 
around the world to engage in a war in 
Iraq and in Kuwait and have 60 to 70 
percent of them return home before we 
would take up the ·next authorization 
bill. 

I would like to underscore what Sec
retary Cheney said when he came be
fore our committee to submit his budg
et. He reluctantly submitted the budg
et because it was driven, because of the 
budget agreement, to cut, as I have 
said before, our Nation's defense to the 
lowest level of the gross national prod
uct at any time since 1939. And he un
derscored that 5 years from now, even 
if we follow his budget, we will not be 
able to do what we recently did in the 
Persian Gulf. He said we had better get 
it right. That should be pretty terrify-
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ing to the next generation. And it is 
not by their request, it is by the budg
etary needs that we are going to be 
cutting our armed services by 500,000 
people. That is a lot of people from 
each of the 435 congressional districts 
around the country. And I think you 
will be hearing from them. · 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Califonria [Mrs. BOXER], a very 
distinguished member of the commit
tee, who has been out there a long time 
on this issue. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank the gentlewoman from Colo
rado. I believe she is the one who · 
coined the term "burden sharing." It is 
something that makes a lot of sense. 

I certainly rise today to support the 
burden sharing amendments that are 
about to come before the House by my 
distinguished colleagues, Mrs. 
SCHOEDER and Mr. FRANK, others who 
have offered these amendments, Mr. 
DORGAN and Mr. BRYANT. 

Whoever said that there is no such 
thing as a free lunch has not analyzed 
our military budget. Europe and Japan 
are not only getting a free lunch but a 
free breakfast and free dinner and two 
martinis thrown in. I think we have to 
discuss this because the gentleman 
from New York repeatedly talked 
about bashing our allies. I do not be
lieve this is about bashing our allies at 
all. It has to do with fairness to our 
people, and it has to do with reality, 
the reality of today. 

It is about this Congress doing its job 
for our people. That is what burden 
sharing is about. It is about the Per
sian Gulf war, when for the first time 
we asked for reimbursement and were
ceived it. Not quite enough yet. 

It is interesting that · the gentleman 
from New York talked about, and I use 
his phrase, "our comrades who helped 
us." If you look at what the Japanese 
did, they sent one paramedic team, 
who unfortunately left before the con
flict broke out. So I think we need to 
talk about reality and fairness and do 
the job for our people. 

It is crucial that we explain to the 
American people today-and I, too, ap
preciate the 4 hours of time in which to 
do it-the sacrifices they have been 
making on behalf of our allies. 

Since the end of World War II, Ameri
cans, American taxpayers, have spent, 
according to the Rand Institute, $4 tril
lion defending NATO from the Warsaw 
Pact. A very noble sacrifice. 

Our national debt is $3 trillion, and 
we are now paying interest on that 
debt. It is the fastest growing item in 
the budget. Much of it goes to people 
who do not reside in this country. And 
this debt is the largest in the world. 

Let me show you a chart which will 
explain what the sacrifice is. This 
chart shows you the percentage of the 

gross national product that we spend 
on our military compared to our allies 
whom we are defending. West Ger
many, 2.9 percent; Japan, 1 percent; 
Norway-and let me tell you, under the 
NATO umbrella we are spending $16 bil
lion to defend the north Norway area-
3.2 percent. We are spending 6.3 percent 
of our gross national product on the 
military compared to our allies whom 
we are defending. We spend $175 billion 
to protect Europe and $27 billion to de
fend Japan. 

Now, what has happened to the trade 
deficit or the trade surplus in these 
various countries? Obviously, what has 
happened is that our allies, who have 
the wherewithal to produce consumer 
goods and export them, have a healthy 
surplus, Germany, $55 billion; Japan, 
$57 billion; little Norway, $7.8 billion. 
What is our trade surplus? Sad to say, 
it is a deficit, $110 billion. 

So, in terms of economic health com
pared to what we spend, we see what 
countries have a healthier balance of 
payments. I would like to show the 
next chart. 

You know, I have had the distinct 
pleasure and responsibility of raising a 
family, and when my children, who are 
now in their twenties, were approach
ing 18, I told them they had to pay 
their fair way. Maybe it was small at 
first, now it is getting larger, and hope
fully their dad and I will see them be 
totally self-sufficient. 

We have been defending these coun
tries for 40 years, 40 years. 

Mr. Chairman, it is time we look at 
the condition of our allies compared to 
our condition. Let us look at infant 
mortality. We have the worst; 10 out of 
1,000 infants died. Germany, 8 out of 
1,000; Japan, 4 out of 1,000; Norway, 8 
out of 1,000. 

Life expectancy, we do the worst of 
all these countries. Percent of the pop
ulation which is poor, we nave 16 per
cent; Germany, 4.9 percent; Japan's we 
do not know; Norway, 4.8. 

I have one last chart. Percent of pop
ulation without health insurance. We 
have 14 percent; Germany, 2 percent; 
Japan, none; Norway, none. 

·Percentage of.children immunized by 
age 1, we are failing on this measure. 
The others immunize practically all 
their children, and we only immunize 
about a third of pur children. 

Mr. Chairman, it is time to tell our 
allies they are doing better than we are 
in all of these measures, they have to 
pay their fair share. 

I would tell them what I tell my chil
dren: "we love you, we will respond to 
your calls for help, we will always be 
there for you, but pay your fair share." 
It is time, support these burden shar
ing amendments. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DORNAN]. 
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Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 

Chairman, I thank the distinguished 
ranking member. 

I hope the gentlewoman from Califor
nia, who preceded me, will join me in a 
move to get the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD to start printing charts. That 
would provide a tremendous public 
service. I think someday we could prob
ably find a printing company that 
could print part of the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD in color. Maybe we could even 
convince the majority leadership to 
stop this insulting policy late at night, 
before the gavel has come down, of 
trolling an empty Chamber. We do not 
pan the House during !-minutes, or at 
the beginning of the day, or when we 
are doing committee work here and 
there are often not many people on the 
floor. 

I dislike the way that camera prowls 
at night as through we are not talking 
to anybody. But you know we have an 
audience of about a million and a half 
of our fellow Americans during !-min
utes and for special orders at the end of 
the day and everything in between. 

I find the gentlewoman's charts com
pelling. I find them fair, the kind of 
thing I like to memorize and keep 
track of. But to balance the debate and 
then let the wisdom of the House work 
its way, let me share some other data. 
I was very tough on non-European par
ticipation at the beginning of Desert 
Shield and even at the beginning of 
Desert Storm. By the time Desert 
Saber hit, with that incredible 100-hour 
land war, I was pretty well convinced 
that our allies would come through, we 
just were waiting for the money to 
come in. Now it has started to come in, 
and here is real evidence on our burden 
sharing, at least in the money depart
ment. 

Japan has contributed close to $11 
billion and they will end up keeping all 
of their promises within the next few 
months. Germany has contribute close 
to $6.5 billion. That is $5.5 billion in di
rect commitments in addition to the 
more than $1 billion already spent to 
transport and support United States 
military efforts in the gulf. 

I went through several of the German 
bases like Rhein Main and their sup
port was tremendous. It included the 
German B.ed Cross and their Gray La
dies to take care of all of our young 
men going back and forth. They were 
there to support us in those big field 
hospitals if there had been more 
wounded coming back than there were. 

In addition, Germany has made good 
on the promised military equipment 
for Turkey. That is antiaircraft missile 
launchers and air defense launchers. 

Canada, Belgium, and Italy contrib
uted combat aircraft and other sup
port. A couple of those countries did 
not participate in the ground combat. 
Canada's F-18's flew in combat out of 
Bahrain. Belgium and Italy were up in 
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Turkey, but it was the ACE force, the 
allied combined expeditionary force we 
asked to come down to Turkey, wait 
and see what Saddam's reaction would 
be. The Prime Minister of Turkey 
wanted it that way. 

Britain deployed approximately 
40,000 troops in the gulf. Many of us 
visited the Desert Rats and the First 
Armored Brigade of Great Britain. I 
had the privilege of visiting twice. The 
British contributed greatly. Ask Gen
eral Schwarzkopf. The U.K. received 
pledges of cash from Japan, additional 
equipment from Germany to help offset 
the cost. 

France fielded ground troops, along
side United States and Arab forces. 
Their famed Foreign Legion were part 
of that Hail Mary end sweep around 
that was the Euphrates River. 

With respect to NATO as a entity, 
please, it is important to keep this in 
mind-much of the logistics behind the 
massive airlift campaign, expecially of 
all of our United States forces from Eu
rope, was managed through NATO 
headquarters. Most of us in this Cham
ber are not even aware of Operation 
Proven Force, which was the com
plementary force to Desert Shield in 
the north. In total, to finish that 
thought, most Americans are not even 
aware or Proven Force. They are aware 
of Desert Shield, Desert Storm. Not 
one American out of 100,000, I suspect, 
knows that Desert Saber was the name 
for the combat operation, the 100-hour 
land war. 

Then up north in Turkey was Proven 
Force. This force was mostly made up 
of U.S. personnel from Europe, particu
larly our Air Force, USAFE, and sup
port from our NATO command. 

Here are some other things NATO 
did. Beside logistics, NATO allies com
mitted some 65,000 men, 70 naval com
batant ships, over 250 combat aircraft, 
200 tanks. NATO helped maintain the 
western political cohesion, coalition 
military efforts throughout the whole 
7-month period. NATO provided also an 
important forum for developing and 
maintaining consensus for collective 
and individual national contributions. 

Let us not pull back into Fortress 
America just yet. I cannot see anytime 
into the next century where we can ar
bitrarily cut tne tens of thousands of 
numbers we are talking about. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distingushed 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
FRANK]. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I am delighted to work 
under the leadership of the gentle
woman from Colorado on .this very 
central issue. We have been told for 
some time now that we cannot afford 
as a nation to do things which almost 
all of us think are essential. Do more. 
to clean our air. Do more to house our 
people. Do more to provide medical 
care. We have retirees of Eastern Air-

lines today being told that they go 
without medical care because of a 
bankruptcy. 

At the same time we have been told 
that we should be spending as much to 
subsidize our wealthy allies today as 
we did 20 years ago. They have gotten 
wealthier. The threat has gotten less. 
And we are told not only that we must 
keep spending our money on them but 
even, I am ·interested in the semantics 
of all this, that we are bashing them. 

This is a new definition of bashing. 
To bash means to refuse to turn over 
tens of billions · of dollars. In other 
words, if you are walking home tonight 
and someone says, I would like your 
money, and you do not give it to them, 
you may be denounced tomorrow as a 
basher. 

If we say to our weal thy allies, to 
Japan, to the Netherlands, to Norway, 
look, let us share equally in this, we 
have somehow become bashers. 

The issue is not the bash; the issue is 
the cash. The issue is the hundreds and 
hundreds of billions of dollars we are 
spending on our weal thy allies. 

We were just told, well, but they 
helped us in Kuwait. They helped hold 
together the cohesion of NATO. That is 
very nice, but it does not cost all this 
much money. But in fact, let us take 
the Kuwait model and make it work. 

Yes, other nations contributed to the 
defense of Kuwait. The problem is with 
the mindset in how my friends on the 
other side decide this. The assumption 
is that protecting Kuwait, keeping the 
Communist hordes from coming across 
into Europe, protecting Japan, that 
these are American responsibilities and 
that if any other nation contributes to 
them, we should be grateful. But if we 
insist that they contribute, we are 
bashers. 

We have been engaged in two com
petitions for the last 10 years. We have 
been the Bo Jackson of the world. We 
have taken on the Soviets and the mili
tary competition, and we have been en
gaged in the civilian competition 
against just about everybody else. 

The difference is at least Bo Jackson 
got to play football in one season and 
baseball in the other. We have had to 
play against both sets of teams simul
taneously. 

We have done very well in the mili
tary competition. We are not talking 
about Fortress America. We are not 
talking about dismantling. If every 
amendment pending today passed, we 
would be the strongest nation in the 
world with the most far-flung overseas 
military empire in the history of the 
world. 

There is not anything remotely For
tress America about it. What we are 
saying is, it is time for those who have 
been the beneficiaries of our military 
largesse, while they have been our eco
nomic competitors, to start to pay a 
little there. 

Bo Jackson hurt his hip playing first 
baseball and then football. We are get
ting a triple hernia from playing both 
on the same day against two different 
teams. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Ari
zona [Mr. KYL]. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, the contin
ued strength of the NATO alliance and 
our role within it remain essential for 
future peace. As emphasized by Sec
retary Cheney and General Powell dur
ing their testimony before the House 
Armed Services Committee, the world 
is changing but it has not changed. 

General Powell spoke of four endur
ing realities: 

One, the reality of Soviet military 
power. The Soviet military threat is 
being reduced; it has hardly dis
appeared. The Soviet Union maintains 
millions of armed men in uniform, and 
they will remain the strongest military 
force on the Eurasian continent. 

Second, that the United States will 
continue to have vital interests across 
the Atlantic. Preserving a free and sta
ble Europe will remain en enduring in
terest for the United States. 

Third, that the United States will 
continue to have vital interests in the 
Pacific. General Powell stated, and I 
quote, 

The continuing presence of U.S. combat 
forces on the Korean Peninsula is essential 
to bolster deterrence, as well as to promote 
long-term prospects for a peaceful North
South dialogue. 

At the same time, I might add, if 
progress should fail, the United States 
force would be required to defeat any 
attack from North Korea. 
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Fourth, the world will continue to 

change. As events become less predict
able, it is more important than ever 
that the United States remain poised 
to deter regional aggressors and pro
mote stability. 

The world remains a very dangerous 
place, in other words, even in this post
cold war era. 

We and our NATO partners are con
ducting a very thorough review of alli
ance strategy. It is clear that some 
changes are in order. 

Admiral Jeremia testified before the 
House Committee on Armed Services 
that he thought the NATO forward 
presence would include a heave Army 
Corps with at least two divisions, a 
full-time Navy and Marine presence in 
the Mediterranean, and Air Force 
fighter wings possessing the full spec
trum of tactical capability. 

This amendment would draw our 
forces down over the next 5 years to 
below 100,000 troops in Europe. General 
Galvin, in testimony before this Con
gress, has said that he intends to pur
sue a cut of at least one-half, to 60,000, 
within the next 5 years as well. 
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So the question is not whether our 

forces are going to be drawn down; the 
question is who is going to make those 
decisions and how are they going to be 
implemented. Should we leave them to 
the NATO leaders and our Secretary of 
Defense, or should we, here in the Con
gress, micromanage this drawdown? 

Mr. Chairman, we cannot afford to 
send the wrong signals to our allies in 
NATO. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to compliment 
the subcommittee chairman, the gen
tlewoman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE
DER], for expressing the sense of Con
gress that we support NATO. But, by 
the same token, our actions speak 
louder than our words if we turn 
around and micromanage our forces in 
such a way as to require a drawdown 
sooner than it is practicable or in ways 
that our commanders do not think to 
be desirable. 

The question is whether our allies 
have paid a fair share in the gulf war, 
and whether they are paying a fair 
share in other respects. I would remind 
Members that we appropriated ·$15 bil
lion. to support the effort in Desert 
Storm. You know what has happened? 
Committees of this Congress have ex
pressed the view that the Department 
of Defense should not spend a nickel of 
that, because it turns out that our al
lies will have paid the whole bill. So 
the Department of Defense should not 
spend any of it. 

Mr. Chairman, I would say if they 
paid the whole bill for the gulf war, 
that is pretty good, in terms of burden 
sharing. Which way is it? I think the 
fact is that the allies have done well, 
that we are making good progress on 
burden sharing, and that we need to 
continue to do the things that will cre
ate progress, rather than pull the rug 
out from under our allies at this point. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to quote 
from our committee report, which 
says, first with respect to Desert 
Storm, "1990 was a remarkable year for 
burden sharing." That does not sound 
so bad. 

With regard to more traditional bur
den sharing, "Last year was also re
markable in terms of more traditional 
burden sharing." That sounds pretty 
good. 

Real burden sharing progress oc
curred with Japan and Korea. 

Finally, by 1995, current DOD plans 
call for the elimination of nearly 60 
percent of the Army's divisions, and 
over 60 percent of the tactical fighter 
wings now stationed in Europe. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me we are 
making good progress, and now is not 
the time to pull the rug out from under 
our NATO allies or the commanders of 
our forces who understand how to 
make this happen in the right way. Let 
us not play politics with our NATO al
lies. Let us not play politics with our 
defense. Let us not micro-manage a 
process that is working well. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge Members to 
vote no on these burden-sharing 
amendments and support the adminis
tration. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. 
DORGAN]. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentlewoman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I grew up in a town of 
350 people, and have as a value from 
that community the notion that you 
have a responsibility to share. We 
learned that very early. That is the 
only way you can get along in a com
munity of 350 people. 

The world community is not too dif
ferent. We should, it seems to me, have 
a responsibility to share opportunities, 
burdens, and responsibilities. But since 
the Second World War there has devel
oped a notion that we would not share 
the burden of defending the free world. 
Uncle Sam will take care of it. The 
good old United States will pay the 
bill. The American taxpayers are per
fectly willing to handle all of this, it is 
said. 

Well, not anymore. You know this 
term "the new world order"? George 
Bush uses the term, "the new world 
order.'' 

Well, I know what we mean by "new 
world order," at least on this side of 
the aisle. It is a world order in which 
others around the world start paying 
the bills as well. 

America cannot afford to pay 
everybody's bills anymore. This coun
try is choking on debt, and yet, as my 
friend, the gentleman from Massachu
setts [Mr. FRANK] says, we borrow from 
Japan to defend France against an at
tack from Poland. The Poles do not 
want to fight in France, they want to 
shop in France. 

The fact is, we have got to stop what 
we are doing and start insisting that 
others around the world bear their fair 
share of the burden. 

Here is what the United States, its 
allies, and Japan spent on defense in 
1989: $498 billion. That is what the free 
world spent on defense. 

Do you know what our share was, the 
good old USA?-61 percent was our re
sponsibility. 

Now, I ask my friends on the minor
ity side of the aisle, do you think it is 
our responsibility to ask the American 
taxpayers to pay 61 percent of the costs 
here? Do you really believe that? Do 
you really believe that those of us who 
ask our friends to pick up their fair 
share of the load are bashing our allies, 
or that we are isolationists? Do you 
really believe that nonsense? 

We are able to trivialize important 
issues with the speed of light around 
here. This is an important issue. This 
country is choking on debt, off track, 
and in need of relief. 

How should it get some relief? We 
ought to be able to expect the French, 
the Germans, the Japanese, and, yes, 
so many others, to start helping pay 
for part of the cost of defending the 
free world. 

If we are too nervous to ask our 
friends to ante up, to help share the 
load, to help carry the burden, to help 
pay the bill, then I do not know what 
has happened to well around here. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not bashing 
anybody. It is asking people to bear 
their fair share of the load. If you real
ly believe that to continue to ask the 
American taxpayers to pay 61 percent 
of the bill for the United States, NATO 
allies, and Japan, is fair for this coun
try and for the American taxpayers, 
then that is not a new world order that 
I understand at all. That resembles, it 
seems to me, the old world order. We 
pay the troops, we pay the captains, we 
pay for the cruisers and the carriers, so 
that the other countries can ship their 
products overseas, into our market
place. While their best scientists and 
engineers are busy building the best 
toasters, tires, and television sets, or 
best scientists and engineers are build
ing the ships and planes to keep the 
sealanes open. So they win in the inter
national marketplace and we lose. 
That is particularly unfair. 

Mr. Chairman, it is time to start 
standing up for the interests of this 
country. Let us not be ashamed of that. 
Let us not be nervous about it. Let us 
insist on it. 

Mr. Chairman, it is not bashing our 
friends. It is never bashing friends to 
ask them to pay their bills, and that is 
what these amendments on the floor 
would do today. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SCHUMER]. 

Mr. Chairman, we are, of course, still 
engaged in a great global economic 
competition. But the one thing that 
those who oppose these amendments 
fail to realize is that the ground rules 
have shifted. The playing ground has 
shifted. 

We all want to keep America No. 1, 
but the only way we are going to keep 
America No. 1 is if we prevail economi
cally. No longer is the sine qua non of 
American power military and diplo
matic, but it is economic. History has 
shown us that great countries of the 
world, such as our own, inevitably de
cline if relative to their competitors 
they spend more on the military and 
less on keeping their country economi
cally and socially sound. 

That is what is happening to America 
today. Every dollar that we spend on a 
troop in Japan that is not spent on 
educating our children, on building our 
infrastructure, or improving the health 
of our citizens, or improving the kind 
of factories that we have, is $1 dollar 
lost in our economic battle to stay No. 
1. 
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So I say to Members, this is not a de

bate of priorities, this is not a debate 
of people's ideological concerns. This is 
a debate of raw economic necessity. We 
will no longer be able to do Operation 
Desert Storms, we will no longer be 
able to have the kind of military power 
we need, unless we get our economy 
strong, unless we have a broad enough 
economic base to support the kind of 
military strength that many Members 
correctly said we need. 

Mr. Chairman, It is a sum zero game. 
Does Japan pay? Does Korea pay? Does 
Germany pay? Or does the American 
economy pay? It is that simple. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Vir
ginia [Mr. BATEMAN]. 

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, this debate is really 
not a debate about whether or not the 
American military presence in Europe, 
Korea, Japan, or elsewhere, is going to 
decline or should decline. It is a given 
of anyone familiar with the subject 
matter we are discussing that that is 
indeed going to happen. Any member 
on the Committee on Armed Services 
that has bothered to talk to our mili
tary leadership knows that our forces 
stationed in Europe are going to be 
substantially reduced. They are pro
grammed to be substantially reduced. 
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We also can contemplate that there 

will be substantial reductions in the 
forces deployed on the Korean Penin
sula. 

But I would suggest to my colleagues 
that I would rather have our military 
leadership, pursuant to a coherent plan 
and consistent with our treaty, and 
working relationships with our allies, 
to effectuate this drawdown and reduc
tion of forces rather than to have us do 
it without plan, without any coher
ence, without any real basis for doing 
it other than rhetoric that suggests 
that we do not think our allies share 
enough of the burden. 

I am sensitive to the matter of 
whether or not they do or do not, but 
if we are going to be sensitive to the 
matter and realistic about the matter 
instead of being demagogic and politi
cal about the matter, we must under
stand that we, politically elected rep
resentatives in this Congress, cannot 
be the final arbiter of what is a fair 
sharing of the burden. That cannot be 
done unilaterally by us, politically by 
us. It is something that has to be 
worked out in the community of alli
ances that we have formed throughout 
the world over the last 40 years. 

I would urge our colleagues to let the 
history of the change in our strategic 
circumstances effectuate the drawdown 
in our commitments overseas, as cer
tainly they are going to do, but let us 
let the General Schwarzkopfs and the 
General Galvins, who have led us very 

brilliantly in their development of 
strategy and in their formulation of 
the most effective and successful alli
ance in history, and I speak specifi
cally of the NATO Alliance, let us 
leave it to them. Let us not do this on 
a purely politicized basis. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from New York [Mr. Dow
NEY]. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank the gentlewoman from Colo
rado for yielding me the time, and also 
thank her for her fine leadership on 
this matter. 

At the beginning of the atomic age 
the great physicist, Albert Einstein, 
said that after the explosion of nuclear 
weapons everything in the world had 
changed except our thinking. As I lis
ten to some of our colleagues, I think 
that is appropriate with respect to the 
end of the cold war. Nothing appears to 
have changed in their minds in terms 
of what the. United States should be 
doing to defend Europe; yet, everything 
has in fact changed. Witness the fact 
that just last year the Germans, the 
West Germans then, paid the Russians, 
paid the Russians $7 billion to relocate 
Soviet forces back in the Soviet Union. 

Historically, our troops in Europe 
were designed to repel a Soviet inva
sion of Western Europe. I think it is 
fair to say that that threat has been 
dramatically reduced, if the number of 
our bases, the number of our force com
mitment has not been commensurately 
reduced. 

This is not a question of if we should 
ultimately reduce our burden of de
fending the world, but rather a ques
tion of when. What the gentlewoman 
from Colorado and others will be say
ing in the next few hours of debate is 
that the time has come now for us to 
reduce this commitment. Why? All 
Members need to · recognize if they 
compare just the United States and Eu
rope for the rates of child poverty in 
the United States and Western Europe, 
we are much higher; the rates of illit
eracy, we are much worse off. In math 
and reasoning skills, we are 11th in the 
world, far behind for our children com
pared to those children of Western Eu
rope. 

The money that we would save by 
gradually reducing our commitment is 
not enough to deal with immediate 
problems. We need to change that com
mitment more dramatically and do it 
now, because the problems in the Unit
ed States are dramatic and urgent. 
They need our immediate attention. 

Last, let me just say a word about 
the United States as a global power. 
Nobody here seeks to change that. No
body here believes for a moment that 
we will not have important inter
national commitments or that we 
should in any way think about ignor
ing those commitments. 

The question is how do we help 
America the fastest. 

The Schroeder way, the Barney 
Frank way is the way to do it. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
81/2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. KASICH]. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I appre
ciate the gentleman yielding me the 
time. 

Let me tell Members what troubles 
me about the debate. I guess I kind of 
feel like there is a whole heck of a lot 
of politics involved in this debate, and 
that is what I dislike the most about 
this, trying to get on the record for 
saying we are trying to get more out of 
our allies. 

First of all, I want to commend the 
gentlewoman from Colorado, who has 
been a fighter for the issue of burden 
sharing for a long time. In fact, I think 
in some respects it is good that our col
leagues in the House of Representa
tives want to beat the living daylights 
out of our allies, because what we real
ly want is we want them to do more for 
us. We want them to do more for them
selves so that the cost of being a super
power to the United States, in a mili
tary way, is somewhat reduced so that 
we as a superpower cannot only be a 
superpower militarily, but we can also 
be a superpower economically. 

One of the things we learned postcold 
war is just because you have missiles 
and bombs does not make you a super
power. Just take a look at the Soviet 
Union. They may be a superpower mili
tarily, but they are deteriorating be
cause their economic circumstances 
are so terrible. That is why it does not 
make sense for the United States and 
some of our colleagues in the House to 
beat our allies around the world over 
the head and say do more for yourself 
so that we do not have to keep doing as 
much for everybody. 

I do not have any objection to that. 
In fact, I have been involved in beating 
them up myself for a time. But I think 
it is fair to say today, in May 1991, fol
lowing the lessons of Desert Storm, 
that we did pretty well in terms of put
ting a coalition together of countries 
that were willing to stick their necks 
way out, not only politically but with 
their own troops and with a heck of a 
lot of money. 

I was not personally happy that the 
Japanese and the Germans were not 
out in the gulf. But we have to be very 
careful when we consider lifting the re
strictions on the Japanese and the Ger
mans. The bottom line here is we did 
pretty well in the desert, and to try 
and get the Japanese and the Germans 
to go out in the desert with their mili
tary forces I think has profound con
sequences that we are not prepared to 
decide today. 

Yes, I would have liked to have seen 
Japanese and German medical person
nel out in the gulf, and maybe a debate 
like this will convince the White House 
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to make pushes like that if we ever 
have to go into a war again. 

That gets back, of course, to the 
question of whether we learned any les
sons from this war, and I am sad to say 
I do not think we have learned as many 
as we ought to about preventing the 
next war. But presume that we go 
again, certainly we would want to have 
the German and the Japanese medical 
people involved. 

But the bottom line is in May 1991 we 
are doing a pretty good job, and most 
of these amendments that we have on 
the floor today really are-! mean they 
are political in nature. Members want 
to make a statement, and maybe it is 
fine for people in the House to make a 
statement. But I think if we want to be 
intellectually honest we should recog
nize the fact that America is a super
power, that we were able to put to
gether the most incredible coalition 
that we have ever seen in modern his
tory, and we ought to just cool it on all 
of this political rhetoric right now. I 
mean we are getting carried away with 
this. 

Do I have any particular objections 
to the Schroeder amendment? No, but 
we have Schroeder, we have Bryant, we 
have 15,000 amendments that are de
signed to beat up our allies. And I 
think before we beat them up we ought 
to take a little bit of time and realize 
where we are. We are a superpower. We 
do have responsibilities, and the whole 
world thanks America for what it has 
been able to do. 

So, yes, I want to make sure we get 
them to do more. But let us cool the 
politics, folks, and be statesmen up 
here. 

1\tlrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Connecticut [Mr. GEJDENSON]. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, the 
world changes, and those who do not 
change become extinct like the dino
saurs. 

At the beginning of World War II we 
were adversaries with Germany and 
American soldiers liberated Europe and 
the entire world. 

When I was born in Germany in 1948, 
it was a country devastated by war. Its 
buildings were destroyed. 

0 1320 
Its economy was in shambles, and for 

the United States in a humanitarian 
gesture to turn to help Germany and 
its people to recover made a lot of 
sense. 

We are not 50 years after that date, 43 
years after the date that I was born in 
the displaced-person camp in Germany. 
The Germans are now beating us in 
every economic competition, and it 
would be as if two competing stores, 
one sending a check to the other, and 
the United States subsidizes the Ger
man economy, stimulates the German 
economy by the presence of 224 mili
tary bases. 

If we look at what happened to the 
colonial powers of France and England 
as they tried to hang on to their colo
nies long after it made economic sense, 
it brought them crashing down, and if 
the United States does not reappraise 
its priorities and shift the dollars to 
where they need them to make our 
economy more competitive, to make 
our students able to go to college with
out debt, to give us a national standard 
for health care for all Americans, then 
like the colonial British and French 
powers, we will decimate the strength 
of this country. We will no longer have 
the economic capability to carry for
ward either foreign or economic poli
cies to lead the free world. 

Two hundred twenty-four bases in 
Germany while the Germans send $7 
billion to the Russians makes no sense 
at all. If the United States saw one of 
its major corporations sending checks 
to the Japanese corporations, we would 
think they were nuts. 

That is what we are doing here with 
a massive infusion of American dollars 
in the European economy. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
have listened to all the debate, and I 
know it is sophisticated and we like 
the American people to think every
thing is so real delicate and highly in
tellectual that it is hard to understand. 
But actually it is not. Let me see if I 
could try and figure this out after some 
61/2 years. 

This year we have a $320 billion defi
cit in America. So what do we do about 
it? We are going to close military bases 
in America. We are going to leave open 
the bases overseas. We are going to 
close the bases in America. 

Now, let me tell you how we get this 
money. We borrow money from Japan 
and Germany to finance our debt. Then 
we give the borrowed money that we 
get from Japan and Germany to fi
nance our debt back to Japan and Ger
many and Korea in the form of defense 
services. 

Their economies are robust. They 
have no debts. They have very little de
fense costs. We pay for their defense. 
We are going bankrupt. 

Meanwhile, Congress is borrowing 
money from Social Security, cutting 
housing, cutting education. 

Ladies and gentlemen, this is stupid. 
Congress either needs a brain trans
plant or a proctologist to repair what 
brains are left. 

I recommend that we start putting 
Japan, Germany, Korea, and everybody 
else on pay-as-you-go basis. Uncle Sam 
will continue to be Uncle Sam, not 
Uncle Sucker. 

If you really want to get frosted, 
most of these countries practice illegal 
trade to boot and take American's jobs. 
I, for the life of me, ladies and gentle
men, cannot understand it. 

Mr. Chairman, I am just simply going 
to say as an individual who comes from 
a district that lost 55,000 steelmaking 
jobs, why do you not listen to what the 
American people are saying? They are 
saying, "We are tired of the foreign 
pork. We are tired of the military wel
fare overseas.'' Why do you not take 

· care of the people in America and let 
the people overseas take care of them
selves? Help them out, send them a 
bill, and let them pay for our services, 
because every time they are in a fix, we 
end up saving their assets anyway. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN PRO 
TEMPORE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
POSHARD). The Chair would remind the 
visitors in the gallery that any show of 
approval or disapproval is prohibited in 
the gallery. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, over the course of the 
last 8 years, it has been my privilege to 
serve on the Military Construction 
Subcommittee of the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

It is a pleasure to report to my col
leagues on both sides of the aisle that 
on the issue of burden sharing over the 
course of the last 4 years in particular 
we have come a long way, getting our 
partners around the world to pick up a 
larger and larger share of the defense 
burden. I think that is only appro
priate. 

It is interesting to note in looking at 
the testimony before our subcommittee 
and, indeed, the subcommittee's open
ing statements of last year were point
ing out that Japan as being the stand
ard by which we ought to judge other 
nations in that in recent years they 
have come a long way in host-nation 
support. 

The gentlewoman from Colorado 
[Mrs. SCHROEDER] and myself, as a mat
ter of fact, were in Japan and Korea on 
this specific issue not long ago. I will 
take a second seat to no one as far as 
laying out in no uncertain terms to 
them what I felt and what we felt are 
their duties as far as supporting not 
only Desert Storm and Desert Shield 
but defense throughout the world. 

I would like to make one point for 
those who say that, "Why did not 
Japan have a bigger and bigger share?" 
Well, we put a limitation on the 
amount that they can spend in their 
defense budget. 

I want to let the Members know that 
in. the Pacific Rim in particular memo
ries die hard, and if the Japanese today 
were deciding whether they would go 
with 10, 11, or 12 carrier battle groups, 
I do not think that you would get a 
.consensus of opinion around the world 
as to how much they ought to partici
pate. 

The good news is we have come a 
long way. Indeed, we have a long way 
to go, but let us do that through nego
tiations that have been so successful in 



May 21, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 11625 
recent years about getting our allies to 
carry a larger share of the defense bur
den. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SOLARZ]. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, a little bit later today 
we are gong to be considering the 
amendment offered by the distin
guished gentleman from New York [Mr. 
MRAZEK] which would set a ceiling of 
no more than 30,000 American troops 
that can be deployed in the Republic of 
Korea. 

As it is, the administration is cur
rently planning to reduce the size of 
our military deployment in South 
Korea down to 37,000. So the difference 
between the Mrazek amendment and 
the administration's own policy comes 
down to a difference of 7,000 troops. 

I think it would be a mistake for us 
at this time to adopt the Mrazek 
amendment. It is not at all clear what 
objectives it is designed to serve. If the 
purpose is to save money, it should be 
clear that unless the 7,000 additional 
troops his amendment would require us 
to withdraw are demobilized, that not 
only will not save us any money but it 
might cost us money because if those 
troops have to be redeployed, for exam
ple, in the United States where South 
Korea would not be contributing to 
their upkeep as they do in the Republic 
of Korea, the ultimate charge to the 
taxpayer would be more rather than 
less. 

But the main reason I think it would 
be a mistake to adopt the Mrazek 
amendment is that it could lend itself 
to misinterpretation by North Korea at 
a time when the North Koreans still 
have three-quarters of a million men 
under arms, at a time when they have 
not abandoned their determination to 
reunify the Korean Peninsula under 
Communist control, at a time when no 
one can preclude the possibility of an
other act of aggression by North Korea 
against South Korea. 

The last thing we want to do inten
tionally or unintentionally is to send a 
signal to Pyongyang that we might be 
in the process of withdrawing eventu
ally all of our forces from South Korea. 
That would diminish deterrence. It 
would diminish whatever incentive the 
North Koreans have to make conces
sions in the ongoing North-South dia
log that could contribute to a reduc
tion of tensions on the Korean Penin
sula. 

So for the relatively minimal and 
elusive benefits that could be gained if 
the Mrazek amendment is adopted, we 
have to compare it to the potentially 
serious consequences that could result 
if it passed. I, therefore, urge the de
feat, when it comes up later, of the 
Mrazek amendment. 

0 1330 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the remaining P/2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN]. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, if Mem
bers are concerned about the future of 
America, if Members are concerned as 
to whether our Nation will be competi
tive, if Members view with some alarm 
the imports coming into this Nation, 
taking away American jobs, pay close 
attention to this debate. 

We have heard said from the Repub
lican side of the aisle that we have a 
responsibility as a superpower. I admit 
that that is true. However, consider 
what that responsibility means. 

When it comes to Japan today, for 
every dollar paid in tax by a Japanese 
citizen for the defense of his nation, 
the American citizen pays $5. For every 
dollar paid in tax by a citizen living in 
one of our NATO allied countries in 
Europe, the American taxpayer pays 
$2. We are assuming a greater and 
greater defense burden, not just for the 
defense of America, but for the defense 
of our allies. 

What do they do with the difference? 
They invest it in their country. They 
put it into their health care. They put 
it into education. They build bullet 
trains. They build universities. They 
build plants that send products to this 
country, that put Americans out of 
work. And citizens wonder what this 
debate is about. It is about the future 
of a superpower. 

When one of our NATO colleagues 
was asked a few months ago why they 
did not pay more, he said, "Excuse me. 
The United States wants to be the 
military superpower. We just want to 
be an economic superpower." 

What is in the best interest of the fu
ture of the United States? It is having 
a vibrant, growing economy, an econ
omy where our children can get jobs 
out of college, an economy that pro
vides opportunity that America has al
ways stood for. That is what this de
bate is all about. 

Mr. RAY. Mr. Chairman, I respect the opin
ions of my colleagues who firmly support more 
burden sharing from our allies. I concur par
tially, but my colleagues are being unfair in the 
case of Japan. 

I want to put some balance into the debate 
in support of the Japanese. For instance, 
Japan has pledged nearly $11 billion toward 
the cost of Operation Desert Storm, most of 
which has been paid. 

It is popular to bash Japan on a large num
ber of issues, and I admit that there is some 
justification. However, we should keep in mind 
that there are some very positive benefits 
which America derives from our friendly asso
ciation with Japan. The United States has 
40,000 Marines in Okinawa and a heavy pres
ence of Navy, Air Force, and Army personnel. 

Many Americans are not aware that Japan 
provides almost all of the costs associated 
with military construction at United States mili
tary facilities there, which consists of housing, 

hangars, and airport runways. On January 14, 
1991, Secretary Baker signed a new 5-year 
host nation support agreement with Japan's 
Foreign Minister. 

Over 5 years, it will add $1.7 billion to Ja
pan's annual payments in support of United 
States forces in Japan in host nation support 
each year, by far the largest of any United 
States ally. 

In fact, just this year Japan has agreed to 
pay all of the energy costs which our presence 
will require. 

I agree that it is to Japan's advantage that 
we have a presence in the Pacific. But it is 
also to America's advantage that we, as a 
world power, have a presence there. 

The fact is that without the Japanese bur
den-sharing support we could not have 40,000 
Marines in Okinawa to offset the North Korean 
threat as well as another unexpected Desert 
Storm type threat which might occur. 

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of the series of burden-sharing 
amendments before the House. 

The Persian Gulf war produced an unprece
dented level of cooperation from countries all 
over the world. The coalition members contrib
uted their equipment, their money, and their 
men and women. This cooperation led to un
paralleled success on the battlefield. Unfortu
nately, our allies have been less willing to con
tribute to our mutual defense during peace
time. 

The current force structure in Europe and 
Japan was designed after World War II when 
those countries were incapable of defending 
themselves. The situation is drastically dif
ferent today. Today, we have a massive budg
et deficit but we continue to fund the military 
defense of our major economic competitors. 
Yes, the presence of our troops abroad con
tributes to our own security through deter
rence. Yes, we originally wanted to prevent 
Japan and Germany from having strong mili
taries. But this is 1991, not 1941. We can no 
longer afford to finance the defense of our al
lies to the extent that we have for the last 40 
years. 

It would be wonderful if our allies simply de
cided to contribute more to our mutual de
fense. But that is never going to happen. If we 
want our allies to share more of the cost of 
their defense, then we have to pay less of it. 
I find it ridiculous that we are currently paying 
for American troops in Germany while Ger
many is paying for the Soviet troops we are 
protecting them from. It makes no sense, but 
if we are willing to do it, why should Germany 
object? We must show our allies that we are 
no longer willing to have American tax dollars 
pay for the defense burden they should as
sume. I urge my colleagues to vote to encour
age greater burden sharing. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
PosHARD). It is now in order to con
sider the amendments relating to bur
den sharing printed in part 1 of House 
Report 102-68, by, and if offered by, the 
following Members or their designees, 
which shall be considered in the follow
ing order: 

By Representative SCHROEDER; 
By Representatives FRANK of 

Masschusetts, DURBIN, GEJDENSON, or 
BRYANT; 
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By Representative DORGAN of North 

Dakota; 
By Representative BRYANT; and 
By Representative MRAZEK. 
It is now in order to consider amend

ment No. 6 printed in part 1 of House 
Report 102-68. 

For what purpose does the gentle
woman from Colorado rise? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. SCHROEDER 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment., 
The CHAffiMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mrs. SCHROEDER: At 

the end of title X (page 180, after line 8), in
sert the following new section: 
SEC. 1033. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING 

UNITED STATES COMMITMENT TO 
NATO. 

It is the sense of the Congress that--
(1) the United States has a strong interest 

in continuing and strengthening the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) to pre
serve world peace and security and to aid in 
the transition to a Europe that is whole and 
free; 

(2) the United States should work with its 
NATO allies to adapt NATO to better re
spond to the changing world situation, which 
includes--

(A) the elimination of the threat posed to 
western Europe by the nations of the Warsaw 
Pact (other than the Soviet Union); 

(B) the reduction in the threat of attack on 
western Europe posed by the Soviet Union; 
and 

(C) the reduction in the amount of finan
cial resources that the United States is able 
to devote to defense spending; and 

(3) the United States should reduce the 
number of United States troops permanently 
stationed in Europe to less than 100,000 by 
fiscal year 1995 and organize the remaining 
troops to facilitate the rapid and large-scale 
reception of reinforcing United States troops 
in the event of a military necessity. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from 
Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER] will be rec
ognized for 20 minutes, and a Member 
opposed, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. MARTIN] will be recognized for 20 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE
DER]. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, In April 1985, Mikhail 
Gorbachev became Chairman of the So
viet Communist Party. In December 
1987, Gorbachev signed the INF Treaty 
eliminating an entire class of nuclear 
weapons. In December 1988, Gorbachev 
told the United Nations that the War
saw Pact nations were free to go their 
own way. On November 8, 1989, the Ber
lin Wall fell. A year later, the two Ger
manys became one. Today, many of the 
most powerful republics within the So
viet Union are threatening to secede 
from the union. The Soviet Union has 
lost its will and most of its capability 
to threaten Western Europe. The stark 

reality is that NATO's raison d'etre has 
largely evaporated. Perhaps the strong
est peacetime military alliance among 
democratic alliance among democratic 
States in history suddenly has no rea
son to exist. 

Some say it is time to sweep NATO 
off the world stage. They say the fu
ture of NATO is about as bright as that 
of the Holy Roman Empire or the Haps
burg dynasty. I do not share that view. 
Rather, I believe that NATO has a vital 
role to play in creating a new Europe 
which is truly whole and free. And, 
such a Europe is in our interest: such a 
Europe promotes democracy, human 
rights, and worldwide economic pros
perity. Too much American blood has 
poured on European soil for us to per
mit Europe to backslide into regional 
and ethnic conflict and into autocratic 
rule. 

My sense-of-Congress resolution 
starts off with the clear statement that 
the United States has a strong interest 
in continuing and strengthening NATO 
to preserve world peace and security 
and to aid in the transition to a Europe 
that is whole and free. My amendment 
provides a ringing endorsement for 
NATO. 

It goes on to talk about the changes 
in the world to which NATO must 
adapt. The first change is that the 
Warsaw Pact is gone forever. Poland, 
East Germany, Czechoslovakia, Bul
garia, Romania, and Hungary will 
never again serve as forward bases for 
Soviet troops. And each of these coun
tries is moving away from autocratic 
marxism to more market based econo
mies. None of these societies can feed 
their people and maintain an aggres
sive army under a market economy. 
Certainly there are worrisome trends 
in some of these countries: particularly 
Bulgaria and Romania. But these wor
risome trends pose no military threat 
to Western Europe. 

The second change is that the Soviet 
Union lacks both the will and the 
means to attack Western Europe. The 
Soviet Union does still have a large 
military and serious nuclear weapons. 
Still, a conventional attack would re
quire a logistical base and access 
through the old Warsaw Pact countries 
of a level inconceivable today. Some 
military planners talk of years of 
warning time. Effectively, that means 
that the Soviet army would have to 
start from scratch in mounting an at
tack. And it is hard to dream up a rea
son that the Soviets might think to 
start a conflict. As for the Soviet nu
clear capability, we have made clear 
that our nuclear umbrella covers Eu
rope. Any Soviet nuclear attack on 
Western Europe would be met by a dev
astating American nuclear response. 
That is as true today as it was a decade 
ago. 

The third change is the declining 
U.S. defense budget. For the last dec
ade, the United States has spent more 

than 6 percent of its gross national 
product on defense. Under the budget 
summit agreement, that figure will 
drop to 4 percent. Clearly, the United 
States military will be able to do less. 
We can, however, meet our global com
mitments. We can effectively project 
combat power through an active pro
gram of dual basing, whereby troops 
are assigned to U.S. bases and forward 
deploy for exercises or training. Last 
year, Congress told the administration 
to study and implement the concept of 
dual basing. Unfortunately, the admin
istration has failed even to file the re
quired report on time. It seems the 
Pentagon is so steeped in its tradition 
of building American cities abroad that 
it is incapable of even considering dual 
basing. And the taxpayers are the los
ers. 

Another way we can keep our global 
commitments is to have our allies real
ly assume some of the common defense 
burden. I am not talking about a little 
more host nation support. In the new 
world of diffused threats, our NATO 
partners can assume complete respon
sibility for the territorial integrity of 
Europe, they can assume responsibility 
for maintaining and supplying bases 
which might be needed for American 
reinforcement, they can assume the 
maritime patrol role, and they can as
sume a real role in dealing with out-of
area threats. We will maintain respon
sibility for freedom of navigation, nu
clear protection, strategic intelligence, 
and strategic deterrence. This sort of 
new division of responsibility makes 
sense in the new world and is required 
by the cuts in the American defense 
budget. 

Obviously, we cannot make our allies 
deal with threats which they do not be
lieve are real. So, prior to reaching a 
division of responsibilities, we and our 
NATO allies must reach a consensus on 
the threat. 

This brings me to the last sense of 
Congress provision contained in my 
amendment. It states that the United 
States should reduce the number of its 
troops in Europe to less than 100,000 by 
fiscal year 1995 and those troops should 
be organized for reception of reinforc
ing troops in a crisis. Since 1952, the 
United States has had stationed over 
300,000 troops in Europe. During the 
Korean war and the Berlin airlift, the 
number briefly breached 400,000. During 
the period of detente in the early sev
enties, the number slipped below 
300,000. As the chart behind me shows, 
since 1983, the number since 1983 has 
remained flat at around 325,000. Not the 
accession of Gorbachev, not the INF 
treaty, not the end of the Warsaw Pact, 
not the falling of the Berlin Wall, not 
the unification of Germany, not the 
disintegration of the Soviet Union has 
effected our troop level. 

This trend is directly at odds with 
what the administration has been say
ing. We have heard President Bush talk 
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about real declines in U.S. troops in 
Europe. We have heard about a new 
strategy for NATO. We have watched 
as the two Germanys have united and 
as the German Government is spending 
tens of billions of dollars to buy houses 
for the Soviet soldiers left behind. And, 
this refusal to reduce troop levels in 
Europe comes at the same time that 
the Secretary of Defense has proposed 
that three dozen major U.S. bases be 
closed. 

The fact is that our 300,000 troops in 
Europe face no threat, have no enemy, 
have no doctrine, can prepare for no 
battle. It is time to start removing 
them. 

Why does my amendment provide 
100,000 as the limit? Frankly, because 
that is the number which mainstream 
thinkers on both sides of the Atlantic 
have proposed. A distinguished work
ing group, chaired by former Defense 
Secretary Harold Brown and former 
Treasury Secretary William Simon, 
and including such participants as 
Norm Augustine, Zbigniew Brzezinski, 
Andrew Goodpaster, Shy Meyer, SAM 
NUNN, and Rozanne Ridgway, arrived at 
the "less than 100,000" figure. Indeed, 
my entire amendment is based on the 
report of that group. 

Frankly, I think 100,000 is far too 
many. I believe we should retain intel
ligence, liaison, and reception forces in 
Europe and rotate dual based combat 
troops for short-term assignments. 
Under this formula, the number of per
manently based troops would be 15,000 
to 25,000, while perhaps four of the ac
tive Army divisions would rotate 
through for end-to-end 6 month deploy
ments. That would mean that we would 
have a two corps combat strength, 
ready for rapid deployment, and about 
20,000 combat troops actually in Europe 
at any given time. 

My amendment is needed for two rea
sons. First, the administration is daw
dling on reducing troops in Europe. 
Plans were made last summer but were 
put on the shelf during the gulf war. 
Since then, the turtle-like planning 
process has started again. Without a 
push from Congress, DOD will find a 
hundred reasons why the drawdown has 
to go slowly. 

Second, General Galvin, the com
mander of U.S. forces in Europe, has 
told the Armed Service Committee 
that he is aiming for a force of about 
165,000 in 1995. This number is far high
er than justified by the threat and far 
higher than the budget can support. 
Congress should set the goal at less 
than 100,000 to tell General Galvin that 
his plans are too modest. 

The administration raises a number 
of objections to my amendment. First, 
the administration says we are nego
tiating troop reductions with the Sovi
ets. For Congress to mandate a number 
would be to give the Soviets free what 
they would have to pay for at the nego
tiating table. The problem with this ar-

gument is that it is 3 years old. A year 
ago, our negotiators in Vienna stopped 
negotiating on troop levels in the CFE 
process, figuring that limits on equip
ment would drive limits on troops. And 
the Soviets have been unilaterally and 
rapidly reducing its forces in what used 
to be the Warsaw Pact. These reduc
tions have not always been orderly and 
have not always been voluntary. But 
the notion of mutual and balanced 
force reductions in Europe is ancient 
history. 

Second, the administration says 
going below 165,000 would force the 
commander of European forces to 
choose between a defensive combat ca
pability and reception capability. My 
question is where is the commander 
going to place defensive combat capa
bility. On the inner-German border? It 
doesn't exist. There is no threat 
against which defensive combat capa
bility is needed. My amendment 
doesn't force a choice. It states that re
ception is the primary mission. 

Third, the administration says the 
basic force should consist of a corps 
with two combat divisions, three or so 
tactical fighter wings, and maritime 
forces. The administration claims that 
this force cannot be maintained at less 
than 100,000. Funny, the last time I 
looked, a division has 17,000 soldiers 
and a tactical fighter wing has about 
5,000 uniformed personnel. So, this 
basic force would eat up 49,000 troops, 
leaving another 51,000 for reception, in
telligence, liaison, and the all impor
tant echelon above corps. 

The administration next argues that 
at the level of 100,000 the United States 
would lack the ability to deploy forces 
from Europe for out-of-area contin
gencies. The fact is that, with the ex
ception of Desert Shield, we lack that 
ability with 325,000 troops. Even in 
Desert Shield, the deployments during 
August, September, and October all 
came from the United States because 
we were either afraid to ask or our 
NATO allies said "no" to the idea of 
deploying U.S. forces from Europe. The 
reality is that stationing troops in Eu
rope is the single worst way to have 
troops ready to deploy for conflicts 
outside Europe. 

Finally, the administration argues 
that a force of 100,000 does not give us 
a credible military and political force. 
Sometimes a little reality check is 
worthwhile. One hundred thousand is 
two and half times the number of 
troops we have in Korea. It is about 
one-third the size of the entire German 
Army or the entire British Army. It is 
a massive number of troops. And, given 
the performance of the U.S. military in 
the Persian Gulf, it is highly credible. 

The conclusion is simple. We can 
continue to support NATO with a sub
stantially smaller troop presence. The 
threat and the national debt drive us 
to lower forces. Yet, the administra
tion would rather cut deeply at home 

than make necessary cuts in Europe. 
That is why we need to pass this 
amendment. 
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Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, while we meet here on 

the floor, we have committee meetings 
going on and Members of the House 
doing very important business in their 
offices, being with constituents and 
their advisers or whatever. I would 
hope that those who are watching this 
in their offices would take particular 
notice to pay attention to the remarks 
made on both sides of this issue, as this 
indeed will be the extent of the consid
eration that this is given by Congress. 

This amendment was not offered in 
the Subcommittee on Military Con
struction. It was not offered before the 
full committee, only here on the floor. 

Some might raise the question as to 
why 100,000 troops. I will have to an
swer, I have no idea. Apparently this 
was recommended by an outside study 
group, Johns Hopkins I guess, or as 
near as I can determine. We did not 
have the opportunity to ask them how 
they arrived at this figure. Why not 
90,000 or 110,000 or 5,000 or 200,000? I 
have no idea. 

It would be appropriate for General 
Galvin to have come before our com
mittee and comment on it. 

At the height of the cold war, we had 
something on the order of 300,000 
troops in Europe. Since the Warsaw 
Pact has come apart, since the Berlin 
Wall has come down, I see no earthly 
reason for having that number of 
troops there, nor does General Galvin, 
President Bush, or anyone else. 

If you just walked by and heard the 
start of this debate, you might think 
that is their position, and it certainly 
is not. We are negotiating a CFE agree
ment. General Galvin talks about hav
ing it reduced to 165,000 over the same 
timeframe, and indeed over the past 
year it was the goal to reduce by 40,000 
or 50,000 troops, but as you recall a war 
intervened. 

As I pointed out on the floor before, 
those are troops. They are Americans, 
men and women, red-blooded Ameri
cans. They are not widgets. It takes 
some time on an orderly basis to deter
mine what the force structure is going 
to look like in Europe over the next 
few years, and troops are returning as 
they should return. But where the 
100,000 comes from beats me. 

I would say that you could pick any 
other figure and it would be given no 
more consideration than this was given 
in the subcommittee and the full com
mittee. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
will continue to reserve the balance of 
my time. 
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Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 

minutes to the gentleman from Louisi
ana [Mr. MCCRERY]. 

Mr. McCRERY. Mr. Chairman, we 
have heard a lot of talk this morning 
about burden sharing, about how much 
our allies are not contributing, how 
much the United States is contribut:.. 
ing, how folks over there do not know 
the meaning of college tuition, they do 
not know the meaning of health care 
premiums. They do know the meaning 
of socialism, though, and many of them 
are running from that philosophy to
ward our free market approach. I would 
hope that this Congress would not run 
in the other direction. 

In the 1930's, Germany and Japan 
spent more of their GNP on defense 
than . the United States. Shall we re
turn to those days? I think not. 

Under the terms of the current budg
et agreement, the United States is due 
to reduce our defense expenditures to 
3.6 percent of GNP, roughly what some 
of our European allies spend today on 
their defense. 

We are headed in the right direction. 
Let us not stampede. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi
tion to the Schroeder amendment. 
While on its face the Schroeder amend
ment appears to be NATO friendly, its 
effects are anything but. 

If the program outlined by this 
amendment were put into operation, 
the United States would be forced to 
reduce its forces in Europe below 
100,000 by 1995 and to restructure its re
maining European forces: 

To facilitate the rapid and large-scale re
ception of reinforcing United States troops 
in the event of a military necessity. 

In other words, not only would we be 
required to reduce our troops levels in 
excess of 30,000 below that the U.S. 
commander in chief in Europe, Gen. 
John Galvin, has said would be pru
dent, but in addition the remaining 
forces would be constituted primarily 
of combat service support personnel 
who would be of little utility in deter
ring an attack in Europe or elsewhere. 

Proponents of this amendment claim 
the administration has failed to come 
to terms with the need for a reduced 
U.S. force in Europe in light of the col
lapse of the Warsaw Pact and the de
mise of communism in Eastern Europe. 
This assertion is false. 

In point of fact, the administration 
has underscored time and again its 
commitment to reducing the U.S. 
troops presence in Europe commensu
rate with the declining threat of a 
short notice Warsaw Pact attack on 
Western Europe. The administration 
has also said, however, that the num
ber of U.S. troops in Europe cannot be 
permitted to fall below that required to 
sustain a credible and stabilizing force 
presence. 

As evidence of this, I would remind 
my colleagues that General Galvin, in 
testimony before the House Armed 

Services Committee, called for a credi
ble corps, which could be approxi
mately half the size of U.S. Forces 
presently stationed in Europe. Further
more, the general believes that we 
could reduce to around 3% tactical air 
wings in the coming years. That is 
morning in the right direction, but it is 
doing it in a rational manner. 

The bottom line is this: Today over 
260,000 U.S. troops are stationed in Eu
rope. General Galvin has testified that 
that number will be cut in half over 
the next 4 years. That is a substantial 
cut-one which puts the lie to the as
sertions that the Bush administration 
has no plans to reduce the level of U.S. 
troops in Europe. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge a no vote on 
the Schroeder amendment. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. DURBIN]. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I appre
ciate this opportunity. I have great re
spect for my colleague who just spoke 
to this House, the gentleman from Lou
isiana, but I would like to follow 
through on an example that was used 
earlier by my colleague, the gentleman 
from Ohio, to talk about the ridiculous 
state of affairs in America today when 
we continue to fund the defense of 
Japan and Europe. 

The chart that has been presented 
here on the floor indicates when the 
Berlin Wall came down, when the 
threat of a Communist invasion from 
the Eastern European powers into 
Western Europe virtually disinte
grated. Look at the trend line in terms 
of the cutbacks in troops. It did not 
happen. 

Now, the thing that is ironic that 
was brought up earlier by my col
league, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
TRAFICANT], is the fact that the United 
States with its budget deficit borrows 
billions and billions of dollars from 
Japan and Germany because of our 
debt, so that we can then take those 
borrowed funds and go and spend them 
in Japan and Germany to fund their 
national defense. 

The gentlewoman from Colorado has 
an amendment here to cut back on our 
troop strength. It is long overdue. She 
has been fighting this battle for many 
years, and I salute her. Today she 
should win. She should win because 
World War II is over and the party is 
over. 

It is time for the United States and 
policymakers in this Chamber to rec
ognize it. 

Now, the thing that my friend, the 
gentleman from Ohio, did not mention 
and is often brought up by the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
FRANK] is that in Germany today we 
have this irony. We are maintaining 
bases and thousands of troops nomi
nally to defend Germany against an at
tack from the Communists, at the 
same time that the German Govern-

ment is paying the Soviet Union for 
leaving its troops in East Germany and 
not taking them home. 
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Try to figure that one out. Try to ex

plain to the people of the United States 
how we are in this predicament, bor
rowing money from Germany to spend 
money to defend Germany against an 
enemy which Germany is subsidizing. 
Does this make any sense whatsoever? 
Yet we have this continuing on year 
after year with vague promises from 
the Pentagon that some day they are 
going to take care of it. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DURBIN. I yield to the gentle
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE
DER]. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman is 
pointing out that West Germany, or 
now the new unified Germany, is doing 
burden sharing with the Soviet troops, 
is that correct? 

Mr. DURBIN. That is exactly right. 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. And what amount 

of money is that? 
Mr. DURBIN. I do not have an exact 

figure on that as to how much is being 
spent. But if one Germany deutsche 
mark is being sent to Moscow, and 
there is certainly more than that being 
sent, consider the irony: That we are 
sending American dollars over there to 
supposedly defend Germany against 
Moscow. Does that make any sense 
whatsoever? It is time for us to wake
up and realize America's priorities de
mand that we spend money in America. 
The amendment which the gentle
woman from Colorado offers, the 
amendment which I will offer later in 
these proceedings, basically says that 
it is time for us to realize we are not 
dealing with bomb-devastated Ger
many nor bomb-devastated Japan. We 
are dealing with economies that are 
strong, that are competing and no 
longer need this American subsidy. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Ari
zona [Mr. KYL]. 

Mr. KYL. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Chairman, our colleague from 

Colorado, the subcommittee chairman, 
began this debate by saying that this 
was about saving megabucks and 
gigabucks. What I would like to know 
is how many American dollars are we 
going to be saving as a result of this 
amendment? How many bucks? 

Because we have heard the testi
mony, uncontradicated, from General 
Galvin that he plans to reduce our 
force structure approximately in half 
from its current level of 260,000. That is 
about 130,000. 

The amendment of the gentlewoman 
from Colorado would cut it down to 
100,000. That is a difference of 30,000 
troops. Now, where is the savings of 
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gigabucks or megabucks in reducing 
our strength by 30,000 troops? Particu
larly, where is that savings if these 
troops are not going to be demobilized 
but simply returned to the United 
States to be stationed here for some 
other function at the continuing cost 
that it requires to maintain those 
troops? 

In other words, where is the savings 
in this? We talk about burden sharing, 
but I am not sure that there is a clear 
understanding of the dollar savings 
that would result from the amendment 
of the gentlewoman from Colorado as 
opposed to the plan that General 
Galvin has already spoken about. 

I will yield to the gentlewoman from 
Colorado in a moment, certainly, be
cause it is a question that needs to be 
answered. The question is this-and I 
will pose two questions at once: The 
100,000 is a purely arbitrary number. 
How many divisions and wings, Army 
divisions and air wings, do we assume 
will be comprised within that 100,000? 
We should not pick an arbitrary num
ber, it seems to me, but rather allow 
the commanders in the field to .deter
mine what makes sense within that 
general range. Maybe it is 120,000, 
maybe it is 98,000; who knows exactly 
what the exact figure would be? 

I would ask the gentlewoman if she 
has formulated a plan which would tell 
us exactly how many troops of each 
kind are going to be there to comprise 
this exact round number of 100,000. Why 
is that the right number as opposed to, 
let us say, 130,000? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KYL. I am happy to yield to the 
gentlewoman from Colorado. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman 
would read the amendment, first of all 
what it says is that it is a sense of the 
Congress resolution and we are looking 
at 1995. Basically, we are asking the 
Defense Department to speed up their 
projected plans. As the gentleman 
points out, General Galvin talks about 
165,000; we think 100,000 is more than 
adequate because of all these different 
groups that have looked at it. And if 
anything, it may be high. 

Normally, if you decommissioned 
those troops, if you decommission, we 
figure we save about $50,000 per troop 
decommissioned. If they are redeployed 
in the United States, then you still 
save money because it is much cheaper 
to keep them here. 

One of the other factors is now much 
of the infrastructure in Europe we can 
cut back on for those additional 65,000 
troops? As the gentleman knows, we 
keep opening filling stations, we have 
got schools, we have got a much more 
expensive infrastructure over there for 
every troop than we do if we have 
troops in the United States. 

So it really does end up being a phe
nomenal saving. 

Finally, as you know, treaties re
quire us to use foreign people on each 
of those bases, and we must pay them 
in their own currency. That is all fig
ured out on a formula so that you can 
crank that down too. So we can crank 
down the civilians overseas, we crank 
down the foreign workers, · and crank 
down the facilities, and there is a tre
mendous savings. 

Mr. KYL. All right. I would like the 
gentlewoman to answer the second 
question, which was: What exactly is 
it, what force will we have that com
prises this 100,000? I would appreciate it 
if the gentlewoman would answer that 
question on her own time because the 
fact that 100,000 sounds like a good 
number, that it should be more than 
adequate, does not answer the ques
tion. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 1 minute in order to an
swer the gentleman's question. 

I think if you look at it, it is very 
easy. We are talking about what do we 
have for 100,000? Well, we have about 
21!2 times the number of people that we 
have in Korea. So, I mean, You can 
start with that; that is an awful lot of 
people. 

Now, you can argue about how many 
people you are going to have in a divi
sion, in a tactical fighter wing, on and 
on and on. But it seems to me that if 
we are making a commitment of about 
21/2 times what we made for Korea and 
when we are talking about it 5 years 
from now, that it is a very adequate 
number. And it is not like we are leav
ing them bare. 

Second, if you put that European al
liance together, they have more people 
than we do, numerically, in that popu
lation, and they have a higher standard 
of living than we do among their popu
lation. Therefore, I think 100,000 looks 
like our fair share today, whereas in 
the past, when those numbers were dif
ferent, it was different. 

So I really think this fits 1995 much 
better. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
HEFNER). Would the gentleman with
hold? 

The Chair would like to announce the 
time remaining. The gentlewoman 
from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER) has 8 
minutes remaining, and the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. MARTIN] has 9 
minutes remaining. 

Does the gentleman from New York 
seek time? 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. KASICH]. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to respond to my good friend, the gen
tleman from Illinois. He talks about 
the peculiar situation in Germany, one 
that nobody could feel intellectually 
good about, and I certainly would not 
defend. 

Although I must tell you, I saw 
Helmut Kohl out here walking across 
the Capitol today. Mr. Kohl, of course, 
has been pelted with eggs and fruit in 
his own country because of the prob
lems with reunification. 

Nobody justified the fact that the 
Germans are going to be having to pay 
the Soviets to keep their forces there 
and then, in an effort to get them out, 
the Germans buy into it because they 
want to get the Russians off their soil. 
That is what I think the gentleman 
from Illinois does not recognize. 

And they think it is a small price to 
pay. I am not happy with that arrange
ment. 

But what I want to say to the gen
tleman is, do you know why the chair
man of the full Committee on Armed 
Services is not on this floor speaking 
on behalf of your amendments? Be
cause he views almost all of these 
amendments, and I do not want to in
clude there the Bryant amendments on 
foreign nationals, which I would sup
port, and even some aspects of the 
Schroeder amendment, but the reason 
why the chairman of the Armed Serv
ices Committee is not here is because 
this is political. He knows you are try
ing to load up a bill with a bunch of 
ideas to make people happy, so they 
can put out press releases, and that is 
why he is not there. I am not going to 
tell you that a serious effort being 
made to cut the funds to Korea is not 
for real. But I will tell you this, the 
chairman of the committee is going to 
oppose that amendment. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KASICH. I would be glad to yield 
to the gentlewoman from Colorado. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, the chairman is hav
ing lunch. But basically I chair the 
subcommittee panel on burden sharing, 
as does the gentleman from New York. 
I think that is why we are here. The 
full committee chairman is not here 
because this is political. 

Mr. KASICH. I want to say to the 
gentlelady she knows as well as I do, 
and when you talk to the staff, even 
the staff of the majority party, this is 
a political exercise right now. And no
body is going to disagree that the issue 
of burden sharing is not real. I com
plimented the gentlewoman earlier in 
my remarks. But the tone of the debate 
has gotten to be where somehow it has 
been put aside. 

0 1400 
The argument gets down to one 

where it is being made to look like Re
publicans do not want to force our al
lies to do anything. The Germans have 
paid their $6.5 billion that we wanted 
on the war. The President beat them 
up. We beat up the Japanese. The 
Prime Minister made a trip to Amer
ica. 
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All I am trying to say is, the problem 

is that there are few legitimate discus
sions that take place, but we have got 
a host of five separate amendments on 
burden sharing, a couple of months 
after the war, a couple of months after 
we had the most incredible collection 
of allies in the gulf with us. And I am 
just telling my colleagues, this is a po
litical exercise. This is so my col
leagues can put their press releases 
out. 

These are senses of Congress. They do 
not even mean anything. 

The bottom line is this Republican 
Party is for our allies contributing. We 
made it clear when it came to the gulf, 
the President of the Republican Party 
beat our allies up and made sure we got 
our money. So let us be honest with 
this debate when this vote occurs on 
the defense bill. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to that political ani
mal, the distinguished gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK]. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentlewoman 
for yielding time to me. I plead guilty 
to engaging in politics in the Chamber 
of the democratically elected House of 
Representatives. 

I would say to the gentleman, he is 
very wrong when he says these are all 
sense-of-Congress resolutions. One is a 
sense-of-Congress resolution. The other 
four are binding. 

This is not about the sense of Con
gress. This is about the dollars of the 
American people, the billions of dollars 
of the American people. 

The gentleman said, do you want to 
make it look as if the Republicans are 
defending the allies for not doing 
more? No, the gentleman and others 
are free to say whatever they wish. I 
have scripted him no remarks. I have 
not put into the gentleman's mouth 
any words. These are serious efforts. 

We are trying to reduce the budget, 
and the gentleman says it is just politi
cal. 

Mr. Chairman, when people say some
thing is just political, when they do 
not want to make the arguments on 
the merits, when people think they 
have got the unpopular side of an issue, 
they impugn the legitimacy of discuss
ing it. We are saying that after 45 years 
of bearing a disproportionate share of 
costs of the common defense, America 
is entitled to more sharing. And, yes, 
we just saw it work in the gulf. 

What we are saying is, let us take the 
principle that worked so successfully 
in the gulf and apply it in Japan, in 
Europe. We are saying that the Dutch 
and the Danes and the Belgians and the 
Norwegians and many others who have 
been the beneficiaries of America's de
termination and America's military 
strength and America's largesse for 
many, many years are capable of doing 
more, particularly since the threat 
against which we have been defending 

them has, thanks to our efforts, sub
stantially diminished. 

This is very real. My amendment, 
which will come later, saves us $8 bil
lion, which we can put to deficit reduc
tion this year and begin to draw down 
later. We are talking about the most 
central issue facing the American peo
ple today. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. KASICH]. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I am so 
glad the gentleman from Massachu
setts made the point because the chair
man of the Armed Services Committee 
opposes his effort to cut $8 billion. The 
only amendments that the committee 
is going to accept are these senses of 
the Congress amendments. They are 
going to oppose the Mrazek amend
ment. The Mrazek amendment at
tempts to cut money from Korea. 

Does the gentleman know what the 
position of the committee is? The posi
tion of the committee is no. Does the 
gentleman know what the position is 
on the Frank amendment designed to 
cut money? The position of the com
mittee is no. 

What is the position on the Schroe
der amendment? The committee's posi
tion on the Schroeder amendment is 
yes. What is the impact of the Schroe
der amendment? It is a sense of Con
gress. 

The point is that this Armed Services 
Committee is not accepting any of the 
serious efforts by the gentleman's side 
to significantly reduce defense spend
ing. The only thing that is being ac
cepted is the sense of Congress resolu
tion. 

The point I am trying to make up 
here is, I did not come onto this floor 
and say anything until I heard a couple 
of people try to paint Republicans as 
against burden sharing. That is not 
true. It is our President that beat our 
allies up to collect the money. It is 
your committee and your chairman 
and the majority of your Democratic 
side and ours that are going to oppose 
the cuts in Korea. They are going to 
oppose the cuts in the Frank amend
ment. That is all I am trying to say. 

I am just saying that most of this 
stuff is political. So let us not take it 
too darn seriously. 

Do I agree with the concern of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts about 
what is going on with Germany, with 
Soviet troops? Of course. But to go 
down in the well and to try to use that 
to paint us as against burden sharing is 
just intellectually unfair. 

I am as interested in burden sharing 
as other Members are. I have been after 
the foreign nationals also, and my Re
publicans have supported me. Let us 
stop the politics right now and let us 
start to act like the world did work to
gether in resolving the problems in the 
desert. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the statesman, the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
FRANK]. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, the gentleman has done it 
again. He wants to do everything for 
burden sharing except vote for it. He is 
going to speak in favor of it. And what 
is his crushing rejoinder? The chair
man of the committee does not agree 
with me. I am offended the gentleman 
understated the degree of opposition. 
He did not just say no; he said, no, no, 
no. And I think he is wrong, and we are 
going to vote on it. 

The gentleman appears to be under 
the misapprehension that the fact that 
the committee did not vote for this 
amendment somehow is an argument 
that is rational. It is an argument for 
what the committee wants to do. It 
does not go to the merits. We are seri
ous about this. 

The gentleman says, you are not seri
ous because the committee was not for 
it. If the committee was for it, it would 
not be an amendment. 

What we are doing is saying here is a 
chance to vote. Here is $8 billion on the 
line. You either vote for it or not. 
What the gentleman wants to do is 
decry his passion for burden sharing 
and not vote for any of it. 

Those of us who are serious will vote 
for burden-sharing amendments. Those 
who are not will denounce that as po
litical. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Arizona 
[Mr. KYL]. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I just want 
to respond to the gentlewoman from 
Colorado who argued that we are op
posing burden sharing. Nobody is argu
ing here against burden sharing. We 
are arguing that setting an arbitrary 
troop limit in Europe is just that. It is 
arbitrary and we ought to let those in 
charge establish the exact limits. 

Her response was that it is just a 
sense-of-Congress resolution, and I am 
quoting, "that 100,000 ought to be more 
than adequate." 

General Galvin probably knows more 
about this, with all due respect, and his 
decisions must be based upon more 
than a guess than 100,000 ought to be 
more than adequate. 

What we are saying is, let General 
Galvin and his commanders in that 
NATO theater decide the exact level of 
troops that make sense in that theater. 
It is going to be very close to the num
ber we are talking about anyway. He 
does not need a sense-of-Congress based 
upon no more than this is based upon 
to tell him what he ought to do. And 
that is why I think we ought to vote no 
on this amendment. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. It is my under
standing that this side has the right to 
close. 



May 21, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 11631 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

HEFNER). There seems to be no position 
of the committee on this amendment. 
Consequently, the proponent of the 
amendment has the right to close. 

Mr. MARTIN. That would be this side 
of the aisle? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentlewoman from Colorado [Mrs. 
SCHROEDER] has the option to close the 
debate. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
MARTIN] has 3 minutes remaining, and 
the gentlewoman from Colorado [Mrs. 
SCHROEDER] has 5 minutes remaining. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from California [Mr. MIL
LER]. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentlewoman for 
yielding time to me. I would hope that 
the Members of Congress would take 
this debate very seriously. The effort 
to discredit this debate on the basis 
that this is a sense of Congress resolu
tion or that this is political is simply 
disingenuous. The fact is, we are talk
ing real money and real commitments. 
Money that we go into debt for every 
year, money that causes homeowners 
and car buyers and credit card users to 
pay higher interest rates than they 
would have to, money that is used 
every year to subsidize the efforts of 
our allies in Europe, in the Far East. 

We have got to understand that we 
have been paying a disproportionate 
share of the costs of the defense of the 
free world. Our allies have had a hell of 
a good year so far this year. 

We have taken care of the refugees. 
We have answered their call for na
tional disasters. We have fought a war 
in the Middle East. We have forgiven 
their debts. And in a number of days, 
we are going to give away American 
jobs in the free-trade bill. 

What about Americans? What about 
people who are working every day in 
this country, who are trying to hold 
their families together, to educate 
their children, to make the mortgage 
payment and pay the utilities on their 
house? 
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This debate is about them. This de

bate is about the $8 billion. This debate 
is about the excess troops in Europe. 
This debate is about the excess cost of 
defending Japan and defending Korea. 

Mr. Chairman, this debate is about 
what that is costing Americans. It is 
costing them too much. The fact is 
that our allies can afford to pay more. 
The reason they do not pay more is we 
do not ask them for more. 

The gentleman is quite correct in 
pointing out that when the President 
put the pressure on for the war in the 
Middle East, they coughed up, but they 
were not going to cough up before we 
asked. They were not going to cough 
up. They thought America would take 

care of this problem, just as they think 
America is going to take care of the 
problem of the continued defense of 
Europe against, I do not know who 
now, but apparently still the Russians, 
who, as the gentleman from Illinois 
points out, the Germans are subsidiz
ing to stay in Germany. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, I say to Members, I 
hope you paid close attention to the 
debate here over the course of the last 
35 minutes, ·because this is the sum 
total of the debate on the issue by the 
House of Representatives, the Commit
tee on Armed Services, and the sub
committee on which I serve. 

It has been interesting to me that 
over the course of the last 35 minutes, 
this figure that was pulled out of the 
air of 100,000 troops, we have found 
some very significant things that are 
going to happen if we can get to 100,000, 
rather than 150,000, 90,000, or whatever. 

I have heard here on the floor of the 
House that we are going to be much 
healthier Americans, because we will 
have an adequate health care system; 
we are going to be better educated if 
we can only pass this amendment; we 
are going to be fully employed; I think 
we can take care of the deficit; and, 
now I understand if we can pass this 
amendment, the interest rates will 
come down. Somehow I doubt it. 

Mr. Chairman, all I ask is that Gen
eral Galvin and perhaps our people in 
NATO and our allies have the oppor
tunity to read this, to try to under
stand where this group came up with 
100,000 troops. Maybe we can go them 
one better. 

As I said on the floor last year, if the 
President had said we were going to 
50,000, I am sure an amendment would 
come up arguing that can we not go to 
5,000? 

Mr. Chairman, if we are going to be 
making these kinds of decisions, I 
would only hope that if we have time 
to think about it; we could do this in 
regular order and come through the 
committee system. 

Mr. Chairman, how one decides well, 
100,000 sounds good. At the same time 
maybe we should integrate the forces 
and have a European rapid reaction 
force. But somehow I think maybe 
100,000 sounds OK, ought not to be the 
way our national policy and defense is 
made. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, we have had many 
people say why should we vote for this 
amendment? I think this amendment is 
a very important one. We have waited 
a long time since the Wall came down, 
and the troop numbers have not come 
down. We have had this debate many a 
time, and everybody says, not today, 
not now. It is a great idea, we are all 
burden sharers, but not today. 

Mr. Chairman, I really think the im
portant thing is to say we cannot wait 
too much longer. I have finally done 
my math and figured out that by cut
ting back, we are talking about $3.25 
billion. 

Mr. Chairman, if megabucks and 
gigabucks tend to be too vague for 
Members, try $3.25 billion. In Colorado 
th~t is a lot of money. It may not be in 
other places, but we do not sneeze at 
that kind of money. 

Mr. Chairman, we looked at burden 
sharing during the whole Persian Gulf 
conflict, and we found that there was a 
great discrepancy between what was 
pledged and what was paid. We found 
that what it costs the American tax
payer today in extra costs would run 
the Denver public schools 3.3 years, 
would run the Denver government 2.5 
years, and on and on and on. That i~ 
kind of an expensive cost. Where I 
come from, out West, that is kind of 
big money. 

So we see people trying to minimize 
this. I do not think this is it at all. 
Yes, it has been studied up and down, 
by very, very serious people. We have 
had General Galvin in front of our com
mittee talking about where the future 
was going. We have had General Lanoe 
talking about the Pacific, and where it 
was going, and what was happening. We 
meet with NATO parliamentarians vis
iting all the time where we talk. 

What we are really saying is I would 
feel much better if this amendment 
were even much lower than 100,000. I 
think to think of 100,000 troops still in 
Europe by 1995 is really rather silly, 
when they have the capability and ev
erything else to protect themselves. 
But, let us leave it there. That is what 
experts seem to say is necessary, and I 
think this is a sense-of-the-Congress 
resolution to say hurry it up. We are 
getting impatient. Our economy needs 
some jiggering, and this is one way we 
might start jiggering it a little faster. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask Members to 
please vote for this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
HEFNER). The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentle
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE
DER]. 

The question was taken; the Chair
man pro tempore announced that the 
ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was taken. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 260, noes 163, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 100] 
AYE8-260 

Abercrombie Anthony Beilenson 
Ackerman Applegate Bennett 
Alexander As pin Berman 
Anderson Atkins Btl bray 
Andrews (ME) AuCoin Boehlert 
Annunzio Bacchus Bonior 
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Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Callahan 
Campbell (CO) 

·cardin 
Carper 
Ca.rr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Costello 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Da.nnemeyer 
Darden 
de 1a. Garza. 
DeFazio 
DeLa.uro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 

urbin 
Dwyer 
Dyma.lly 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fazio 
Feigha.n 
Flake · 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
-Gepha.rdt 
Gilchrest 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Grandy 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Ha.ll(OH) 
Ha.ll(TX) 
Hamilton 
Harris 
Hatcher 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Henry 

Allard 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barnard 
Barrett 
Barton 
Ba.tema.n 
Bentley 

Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Holloway 
Horn 
Horton 
Hoyer 
Huckaby 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Ka.njorski 
Ka.ptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka. 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostma.yer 
La.Fa.lce 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Leach 
Lehma.n(CA) 
Levin (MI) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Ma.vroules 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McDermott 
McHugh 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Mineta. 
Mink 
Moa.kley 
Moody 
Moran 
Morella 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Nagle 
Na.tcher 
Nea.l(MA) 
Nowak 
Nussle 
Oakar 
Obersta.r 
Obey 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Panetta. 
Patterson 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 

NOES--163 
Bereuter 
Bev111 
Bilira.kis 
Bliley 
Boehner 
Brewster 
Broomfield 
Bunning 
Burton 
Byron 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 

Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickle 
Porter 
Posha.rd 
Price 
Pursell 
Qu111en 
Ra.ha.ll 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula. 
Richardson 
Ritter 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rohra.bacher 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sa.bo 
Sanders 
Sa.ngmeister 
Santo rum 
Sa.rpalius 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sha.rp 
Shays 
Sikorski 
Skaggs 
Slaughter (NY) 
Smith(FL) 
Smith(IA) 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauzin 
Thornton 
Torres 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitten 
W111iams 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 
Zimmer 

Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Combest 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Cunningham 
Davis 
DeLay 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
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Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards (OK) 
Fascell 
Fa well 
Fields 
Fish 
Franks (CT) 
Ga.llegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodling 
Goss 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Harger 
Hobson 
Houghton 
Hubbard 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
James 
Kasich 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Laughlin 

Foglietta 
Gradison 
Gray 

Lent 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Lowery (CA) 
Machtley 
Marlenee 
Martin 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCrary 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McMillan (NC) 
Meyers 
Michel 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Murtha. 
Myers 
Neal (NC) 
Nichols 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Paxon 
Petri 
Pickett 
Ramstad 
Ra.y 
Rhodes 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Roberts 

NOT VOTING-7 
Hopkins 
Lehman (FL) 
Murphy 
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Ros-Lehtinen 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Sha.w 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith(NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor(NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (GA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Torricelli 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weber 
Weldon 
Wilson 
Wylie 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 

Rogers 

Messrs. DICKINSON, SPENCE, and 
SLATTERY changed their vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

Mr. HEFNER and Mr. CHANDLER 
changed their vote from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
ANNOUNCING THE ASSASSINATION OF RAJIV 

GANDHI 

(By unanimous consent Mr. SOLARZ 
was allowed to speak out of order.) 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Chairman, I regret 
to report to the House that Rajiv Gan
dhi, the former Prime Minister of 
India, was just assassinated in a bomb 
explosion that went off as he was 
emerging from his car at a campaign 
rally about 25 miles south of Madras. 

We do not know at the present time 
how many other people were killed or 
who was behind this dastardly deed. 

But I did want to say, as someone 
who has gotten to know Mr. Gandhi 
well over the years and who considered 
him a personal friend, that this is a 
truly tragic development. 

0 1440 
Rajiv Gandhi was a man who could 

have led a life of leisure, but he chose, 
instead, in spite of considerable per
sonal risk, to devote himself to the 
welfare and well-being of his people. 

This bomb explosion was aimed at 
the heart of Indian democracy. It may 

have succeeded in killing a young po
litical leader, the former Prime Min
ister of the country, but I know full 
well that it will not succeed in destroy
ing political pluralism in the world's 
most populous democracy. 

In light of what happened after the 
tragic assassination of his mother, 
when communal rioting led to consid
erable blood-letting, I very much hope 
that the Government of India, even in 
its moment of bereavement, will take 
whatever steps need to be taken in 
order to prevent any repetition of this 
kind of violence, which would only per
petuate and reinforce this tragic cycle 
of killing and more killing. 

Let me just say in conclusion, Mr. 
Chairman, that I think many Members 
knew Raji v Gandhi. I believe he was a 
friend of the United States. We did not 
always agree with his policies, but I am 
absolutely convinced that he shared 
our values. As elected representatives 
of the world's most powerful democ
racy, I think all Members feel a very 
special sense of grief when the political 
leader of one of the most prominent po
litical parties in the world's most pop
ulous democracy is killed, in the very 
act of campaigning, on election day, at 
a moment when the people of India 
were in the process of attempting to 
determine their own destiny-through 
the ballot, and not by the bullet. 

I hope that democracy survives in 
India. I am sure it will. However, this 
is a moment of special sadness for all 
who knew Rajiv Gandhi personally, and 
all who were committed to the preser
vation of political pluralism in that 
great country. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLARZ. I yield to the gen
tleman from Georgia. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to ask, if it is possible, if we 
might have a moment of silence on be
half of all Members, for Rajiv Gandhi's 
family, and for the principles of democ
racy, which have been so sadly shat
tered this afternoon. 

I ask for a moment of silence, if that 
is possible. 

(Moment of silence observed.) 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

BRUCE). The Chair appreciates the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLARZ] 
bringing this news to the Committee's 
attention. 

It is now in order to consider amend
ment No. 7, printed in part 1 of House 
Report 102-158. 

For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Massachusetts rise? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FRANK OF 
MASSACHUSETTS 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 
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Amendment offered by Mr. FRANK of Mas

sachusetts: At the end of title X (page 180, 
after line 8), insert the following new sec
tion: 
SEC. 1033. REDUCTION OF DEFENSE EXPENDI· 

TURES IN ALLIED COUNTRIES. 
(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-ln recognition of 

the fact that reductions in the number of 
United States military personnel over the 
next several years will decrease the need for 
United States military installations in for
eign countries, it is the sense of Congress 
that the Secretary of Defense should aggres
sively pursue-

(1) the closure of United States military 
installations outside the United States; 

(2) agreements with the governments of 
those countries in which the remaining mili
tary installations are located to increase the 
amount of host-country support provided by 
those countries; and 

(3) the withdrawal of United States forces 
assigned to or stationed in Europe, Japan, or 
Korea. 

(b) REDUCTIONS REQUIRED.-The total 
amount authorized to be appropriated by 
this Act for each of the fiscal years 1992 and 
1993 is the sum of the separate authoriza
tions contained in this Act for that fiscal 
year reduced by $8,000,000,000. Program 
changes required in order to comply with the 
funding reduction required by this sub
section (to the extent such reduction is not 
offset by increased levels of host-nation sup
port) shall be made only by the withdrawal 
of United States forces or equipment as
signed to or stationed in Europe, Japan, or 
Korea. 

(c) REPORT.-Not later than January 1 of 
each year, the Secretary of Defense shall 
submit a report to Congress describing the 
steps being taken by the Department of De
fense to terminate military operations of the 
United States at military installations out
side the United States. The report shall be 
submitted in both a classified and unclassi
fied form and shall identify the following: 

(1) The criteria adopted by the Secretary 
to select foreign military installations for 
closure or realignment and any deviation 
from the criteria. 

(2) All activities undertaken, or proposed 
to be undertaken, to close or realign foreign 
military installations selected for closure or 
realignment. 

(3) The fair market value of the improve
ments at these installations determined as 
provided in section 2921(b) of the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (10 
u.s.a. 2687 note; 104 Stat. 1820). 

(4) The status of negotiations with host 
countries regarding the closure or realign
ment of these installations. 

(5) The steps being taken by the Secretary 
to ensure that the United States receives 
consideration equal to the fair market value 
of the improvements at these installations 
from the host countries. 

(6) The efforts being made by the Secretary 
to aggressively seek increases in host-coun
try support for military installations that 
are not selected to be closed. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK] will be rec
ognized for 20 minutes, and a Member 
in opposition will be recognized for 20 
minutes. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, it was 
just announced by agreement that I 
will yield 10 minutes of my 20 minutes 
to the gentleman from Nevada [Mr. 
BILBRAY], who is in opposition. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Nevada [Mr. BILBRAY] 
will be recognized for 10 minutes, the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. MAR
TIN] will be recognized for 10 minutes, 
and the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. FRANK] will be recognized for 20 
minutes. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. I want to mention that 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DUR
BIN] is one of the leaders in this effort. 

The House made a very good start, 
Mr. Chairman, in adopting the amend
ment offered by the gentlewoman from 
Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER], whose long 
service on the House Committee on 
Armed Services, and study of this 
issue, has made the gentlewoman jus
tifiably one of our leaders. 

This amendment, and the amend
ment to follow, are further steps in 
that package. We are dealing here, Mr. 
Chairman, with the most important set 
of public policy issues that faces this 
country. We are talking about rec
ognizing our success in a way that al
lows the United States to deal with 
some of the areas where we have suc
ceeded. In 1945, the United States un
dertook an extraordinary mission in 
the world. We went to the aid not just 
of our former allies in World War II, 
but we went to the aid of our former 
enemies, Germany and Japan. There is 
not, in my judgment, a greater exam
ple of generosity and decency in world 
history than the response of the Amer
ican people to the devastation of World 
War II and to the threat to freedom 
posed by the Communist bloc under 
Josef Stalin. 

For decades, literally decades, the 
Amercian people spent generously in 
both foreign economic assistance and 
in military support, providing bul
warks behind which the nations that 
are today our NATO allies in Western 
Germany and nations in East Asia 
could not resist aggression but prosper. 

It is to the credit of those nations, 
Japan, Germany, and the nations of 
Western Europe, that they are today, 
prosperous and democratic. Indeed, 
Germany and Japan are more demo
cratic than ever in their history. 

Obviously, the inhabitants of those 
nations deserve the prime credit, but 
we get some secondary credit. For dec
ades, the American people have pre
pared to spend disproportionately on 
the free world's burden. Where are we 
today? We face today a Communist 
bloc which is no longer a bloc, because 
the Communist bloc consists of, I 
would have said a year ago, of the So
viet Union. Now, they are lucky if it is 
all of the Soviet Union. Every time the 
Soviet Union moves, another piece 
drops off. Poland, Hungary, Czecho
slovakia, Bulgaria, and East Germany 
are no longer military allies of the So
viet Union. The People's Republic of 
China, once a great military threat, is 

now a nation so reasonable in the eyes 
of our President, that his major goal is 
to continue to give them most favored 
nation treatment so they can sell the 
United States things cheap. 

Therefore we have, thanks in part to 
our determination, a substantial dimi
nution in the military threat that we 
face. We have, on the other hand, an in
creased strength. The European Com
munity, our NATO allies, are collec
tively, today, richer, larger in popu
lation, possessed of a better industrial 
base, than their potential adversary, 
the Soviet Union. Japan, today, when 
it looks at the People's Republic of 
China, looks at a potential billion cus
tomers, not invaders. Even in South 
Korea, we have a government that is 
larger, with a larger population, and 
better industrial base than its now iso
lated opponent, North Korea. 

This is not an amendment that calls 
for the dismantling of America's over
seas military expenditure. Understand, 
if we cut it in half, if we cut in half the 
American overseas military presence 
on a continuing basis, leaving aside 
temporary intervention in the gulf, but 
if we cut in half what we have perma
nently stationed overseas, we would 
still be, by far, the largest overseas 
military power in the history of the 
world, except for our own previous 
record. When we are dealing with na
tions that are in trouble and in need of 
our assistance, that is legitimate. How
ever, subsidizing the Netherlands is 
very stupid. That does not make the 
Dutch bad people. The Dutch do not 
subsidize the United States, and we are 
not bad people. 

What we are saying is, there comes a 
point in the relations between and 
among nations, when equality ought to 
be the rule, not subsidy. This amend
ment says that the tens and tens of bil
lions we spend overseas, beginning on 
October 1991, the President has to re
duce by $8 billion the amount that 
Americans have to borrow to subsidize 
our wealthy allies. He can do it as 
Commander in Chief by reducing 
troops. If he carries out the Schroeder 
amendment, he will save almost half of 
what we ask him to save if he simply 
follows that. If he carries out the 
Bonior amendment of a year ago and 
makes the Japanese pay what they 
should be paying for the troops they 
get, that alone would make more than 
half. He can close bases overseas in
stead of in America or in addition to it. 
He can get other countries to contrib
ute. 

We are celebrating the success of 
Desert Storm. We get tens of billions of 
dollars. This asks for less, by far, than 
we got in Desert Storm. Are people 
going to tell the United States that the 
defense of Kuwait was more important 
than the defense of all of Europe? Is it 
fair they should contribute? It was to 
the defense of Kuwait, but continue to 
get a free ride everywhere else? This is 



11634 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE May 21, 1991 
not bashing allies, unless bash is rede
fined to mean do not give money away 
too unnecessarily. This is not fortress 
America. This is an effort to adjust the 
balance. 

On the other hand, we have got 
unmet needs in this country. We have a 
deficit in this country which we exac
erbate as we subsidize our allies. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to an author of 
this amendment, the gentleman from 
North Dakota [Mr. DORGAN]. 
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Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 

Chairman, I appreciate the gentleman 
yielding to me. He states it better than 
most of us can. 

This is not bashing anyone. This is 
not isolationist. The issue nearly 45 
years after the end of the Second World 
War is will others who were war-tat
tered and required our help, but who 
are now strong and shrewd and tough 
and international competitors begin 
owning up to their responsibilities? 
Will they pay for their fair share of the 
defense umbrella? 

I do not blame anybody for not being 
willing to pay for an umbrella as long 
as somebody is willing to hold it and 
says, "Come on, step under here . We 
will take care of it." 

But the fact is this country cannot 
continue to afford to take care of ev
eryone anymore. We are choking on 
debt, spending money we do not have 
for things we do not need. 

In this instance, if you take a look at 
what Germany, Japan, Italy, the Neth
erlands, dozens of other countries pay 
for defense, it does not nearly mat ch 
our contribution. 

What the gentleman from Massachu
setts is saying, what I and others are 
saying, is that it is time to even out 
the burden. How can we compete 
around the world if we are spending all 
this money on defense, relieving others 
of that obligation and they instead 
spend all their money in the int er
national marketplace in competition. 
We lose. 

We are just saying that we love our 
allies. We think they are wonderful. We 
want to remain allies. We just want a 
full partnership. We want a new world 
order in which they pay their fair share 
and if we get to that point, it will re
lieve the American taxpayers of tens of 
billions of dolla.rs that we now extract 
from their pockets in order to contrib
ute overseas for someone else's respon
sibility. 

I think it is time now for us to. stand 
up in the interests of this country to 
say that we cannot keep doing this. We 
have to change the way we do business, 
and that is not unfair to our allies. It 
is just plainly insisting that the Sec
ond World War is over. They are in a 
different position, in a better position 
now to be able to help and now we ask 
them for that help. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman, and 
I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the Frank amendment. 

The language of this amendment gets 
off to a good start in that it expresses 
a sense of Congress recognizing the fact 
that we will reduce the number of U.S. 
military personnel over the next sev
eral years. From that point on, unfor
tunately, the amendment ignores a 
great deal more of the facts than it rec
ognizes. 

First, it ignores the most fundamen
tal fact concerning our military forces 
overseas-they are deployed forward 
primarily to provide for American na
tional security and to protect Amer
ican national interests. Our men and 
women in uni.form are not mercenaries 
for hire. They are not modern Hessians 
we dispatch to defend the highest bid
der. We are extremely and rightly 
proud of them and the way they have 
secured Ameriuan interests overseas. 
They have been instrumental in win
ning the cold war as well as the war to 
reverse Iraqi aggression. 

The Frank amendment also ignores 
the fact that we are already adjusting 
to the new realities created by these 
victories. 

With the end of the cold war, we are 
reducing our force structure by 25 per
cent over 5 years. In spite of the obvi
ous spike created by Desert Storm, the 
plan is to be back on the projected 
track in these reductions next year. 

In Europe, we are drawing down to 
about a third of the troop strength we 
have maintained for the past few years. 

We are withdrawing more than 15,000 
troops from our deployments in the Pa
cific in the first phase of reductions 
here. 

The Frank amendment further ig
nores the fact that the Armed Services 
Committee has been working hard to 
adjust the defense budget and projected 
overseas deployments to the new reali
ties. The committee bill we have before 
us is the product of that conscientious 
effort. 

The amendment also ignores the fact 
that the budget resolution within 
which this Defense authorization bill 
was crafted also represented a pains
taking effort to adjust defense spend
ing to new security and fiscal realities. 

Finally, this amendment seems to ig
nore the fact that the Armed Services 
Committee and, indeed the entire Con
gress has been pressing for increased 
sharing of the burdens and responsibil
ities of defense on the part of our al
lies. Our pressures have clearly had 
some effect. Contributions to the com
mon defense have grown, especially in 
the case of Japan and Korea. Allies 
cash and in-kind contributions to U.S. 
operations in Desert Shield and Desert 

Storm are climbing to nearly $40 bil
lion. 

In sum, the committee bill we have 
before us represents the best efforts of 
the Armed Services Committee to in
sure that our defense budget, force 
structure, and forward deployments are 
adjusted to new realities, given some 
remaining uncertainty and instability, 
while taking care of our men and 
women in uniform at home and over
seas. It also reflects the requirement to 
make that adjustment within the budg
et resolution and the constant attempt 
to maximize allied contributions to our 
common defense. 

Attempting to cut $8 billion across 
the board from this bill is not a respon
sible course of action. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. HYDE]. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I think 
lost sight of in this discussion is the 
fact that our troops are overseas, not 
as a favor to anybody in the world, but 
they are there to protect our interests 
as well as those of our allies. 

We have troops in Japan because we 
would just as soon Japan not join the 
nuclear club. We have troops in Korea 
to protect South Korea from North 
Korea and to protect Japan. Korea has 
been defined as a dagger pointed at the 
heart of Japan, but our troops are 
there to protect our national interests 
as well. 

If we are to turn ourselves into mili
tary dependents of our allies by passing 
the hat and becoming mercenaries, I 
think we weaken our position as the 
leader of the free world. 

Now, Japan pays 70 percent of all of 
the costs of maintaining our troops in 
their country. The only thing they do 
not pay is the personnel and normal 
operating costs of our troops there that 
are ongoing wherever they are. By 1995, 
it will be cheaper to station our troops 
in Japan than to station them in the 
United States. 

Would the Philippines pay like Japan 
does for having our troops present. 

Now, Korea, there has been a fourfold 
increase in what Korea has been paying 
for our troops there since 1988; not 
enough, but progress is being made and 
it is continually being made. They now 
pay about $150 million a year for our 
troops over there. 

NATO pays 70 percent, as does Japan, 
of all the basing costs for our troops in 
Europe. 

It is to our advantage to have the 
front in Europe and not in Boston, New 
York, or Newport News. 

So it is to our advantage, it is in our 
national interest to have our troops 
stationed where they are. 

Burden sharing is important. Uncle 
Sam should never be Uncle Sucker, but 
the facts are that Japan is paying its 
share, 70 percent. NATO is paying its 
share, 70 percent, and with the reduc
tions in the size of our military that 
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are planned in the future, there will be 
increasing savings. 

So I lament and regret the meat ax $8 
billion cut that the very thoughtful 
gentleman from Massachusetts seeks 
to impose here. In this instance, his 
thoughtfulness has lapsed somewhat. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HYDE. I yield to my friend, the 
gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank my disarming 
friend, the gentleman from Illinois, for 
yielding to me. 

He referred somewhat slightingly to 
America passing the hat and becoming 
militarily dependent, saying this would 
impugn our leadership; but yet that is 
what we did in Operation Desert 
Storm. 

Does the gentleman think that we 
were passing the hat and therefore lost 
our leadership because we got them to 
pay in Desert Storm? 

Mr. HYDE. I think that was an emer
gency situation. The gentleman con
templates a permanent state of affairs 
where the paychecks will come from 
some of our allies. That puts us in a po
sition of dependency. 

There is an old saying, "Who eats my 
bread sings my song.'' 

I would rather we be the principal 
support for our own troops and accept 
from these countries the extra costs 
that are superimposed by us being 
there in Japan, in Korea, and in NATO. 
They are still our Armed Forces after 
all. 

So I think the gentleman's amend
ment at this time is ill-advised, al
though the spirit in which it is offered 
certainly is well intentioned. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank my friend. He is al
ways about a year behind me, but 
progress is coming. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman. I am happy to be a year 
behind the gentleman, maybe two, if 
possible. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
NEAL]. 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise to lend my voice to 
the thousands across the country that 
are questioning our spending overseas 
to insure the security of our allies. No 
one questions that the United States 
has important interests in Germany, 
Western Europe, Japan, and South 
Korea. What we are questioning is the 
huge defense burden that we continue 
to bear to defend these countries in 
this era of reduced international ten
sions. 

In the past 45 years, we have seen 
Japan and Germany develop from de
stroyed nations to economic super
powers that today are the major play
ers in the world economy. Can Japan 
and Germany, as well as South Korea, 

afford to pay for a share of their de
fense? Of course they can. Should we 
insist on a financial commitment from 
them for their defense? Of course we 
should. America has waited nearly five 
decades for this moment, when these 
defeated enemies-now our strong al
lies-could stand on their own. I see 
great irony here-the world has 
changed drastically over the past 2 
years and yet our defense and foreign 
policy thinking remains stuck in the 
cold war of the 1960's. It is time to look 
at the world as it is today. 

We continue to spend a massive por
tion of our gross national product on 
our defense and the defense of these na
tions. Those funds are desperately 
needed here at home. Japan, Germany, 
and South Korea, free from the burden 
of providing for their own security, are 
able to spend billions on research and 
development on scientific and tech
nology areas. Those advances then lead 
to products that are in direct competi
tion with American-made goods. While 
citizens in these nations continue to 
see advances in their quality of life, we 
continue to see our schools, hospitals, 
and roads deteriorate for lack of funds. 
This is not fair. 

I believe this amendment is a fair 
and reasoned approach to bringing us 
to the goal of defense burden sharing. 
The host nation can assume military 
costs as American forces are with
drawn. There is no question that these 
countries can afford to shoulder this 
burden. Many people in these countries 
also believe that the time has come for 
them to begin to provide for self-de
fense. This amendment will hasten the 
process. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, this amend
ment would save America some $8 bil
lion. We all could talk for a great deal 
of time about how to spend that $8 bil
lion. That is what this defense debate 
could lead to-a debate on our pressing 
domestic needs. I hope we can pass this 
amendment and get to that domestic 
debate. I urge all of my colleagues to 
support the Frank-Durbin-Gejdenson, 
and Bryant amendment. 
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Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself 2 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, this amendment of

fered by the gentleman from Massachu
setts is opposed by the Committee on 
Armed Services. The committee feels 
that over the course of the last 3 or 4 
years, at least from their point of view, 
we have applied substantial pressure 
out there to reduce U.S. troop strength 
around the world. Indeed, that is some
thing we are doing in unison with the 
administration. 

Just to say, "Well, why not, we will 
just whack out $8 billion, why not?", 
that is the kind of approach that kind 
of flies in the face of what the Commit
tee on Armed Services tries to do from 
time to time, and that is to have hear-

ings and make decisions based on infor
mation that is provided to us; or at 
least that should be our procedure. 

But here we are again, just one more 
meat ax approach. 

I, for one person, certainly do not see 
any $8 billion in savings coming out of 
this unless it comes out of the hides of 
the troops and their ability to train. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Vir
ginia [Mr. PICKETT]. 

Mr. PICKETT. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment because as a practical 
matter the amendment is not going to 
achieve the results that it purports to 
achieve. These troops that are sta
tioned overseas are there with their 
weapons, their housing, and all the 
other support services that are re
quired to sustain them. And if they are 
going to be brought back to this coun
try, there is going to be an increase in 
costs for the Department of Defense as 
opposed to there being a decrease. 

So, rather than saving money, this 
could very well cost this Nation addi
tional money. It is a fact that when we 
bring troops back, their families have 
to be housed, the troops have to be 
housed, and we are closing bases here 
in the United States. We simply do not 
have the facilities available at this 
time to accommodate them. 

So, you say, "We will bring them 
back and put them out of the service, 
we will just shut the operation down." 
Well, that will not work either, be
cause we know that the force levels for 
our Armed Forces through the mid-
1990's have been established. They are 
indeed going to come down from some 
2.1 million to approximately 1.6 mil
lion, and provision has been made for 
that. But there is no provision to bring 
back these additional troops from over
seas, and there is no savings to be real
ized. 

I would ask my colleagues to oppose 
the amendment. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself 30 seconds to 
point out that within a very short pe
riod of time, thanks to ·pressure from 
the Congress, we got about $38 billion 
already in hand from our allies; $8 bil
lion is a very small amount to get from 
Denmark, Germany, Japan, and all 
those European countries which have 
it. So, one way to get the money if the 
administration is serious is to ask. The 
notion that we somehow cannot get 
more money, that is what they told us 
before Desert Storm; it was wrong then 
and it is wronger now. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BRY
ANT], a cosponsor of the amendment. 

Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Chairman, I think 
it is very clear that the zeal of the 
Committee on Armed Services and the 
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administration for burden sharing is 
not the same level as the zeal which is 
shared by, I think, a majority of the 
Members of this House or by the pub
lic. 

The fact of the matter is that we 
have heard speeches today defending 
the status quo which are exactly the 
same speeches which have been heard 
every single year for, I think it is fair 
to say, at least the last 5 years in this 
House, telling us that we should not be 
pushing forward on burden sharing or 
burden shedding, depending on how you 
look at it. 

The fact simply is this: Some 45 
years after World War II, we Americans 
are still spending upwards of $200 bil
lion a year paying the cost of defending 
other countries on the other sides of 
two oceans, countries which are doing 
better economically, have more re
sources than we do economically, and 
yet do not come forward with their fair 
share of the policy of paying for their 
own defense. 

What do they do with the money that 
they save? They do a better job of edu
cating their children, a better job of 
caring for their old people, a better job 
of protecting their environment and, 
much worse, a better job of competing 
with us in international trade. It is an 
expense we can no longer afford. 

It does not take a rocket scientist to 
figure out that this sum of money is 
not far from the amount of money 
which we run as a budget deficit every 
year. This is money we are borrowing. 
And when the opponents of the status 
quo stand up and say $8 billion is a lot 
of money, you bet it is a lot of money. 
It is money that we are going to have 
to borrow next year, unless we begin to 
tell our allies that it is time for them 
to begin to pay their fair share of their 
own defense. Read the figures: Every 
year during the 1980's the American 
taxpayers paid $160 billion to $170 bil
lion, and that is every year of the 
1980's, to defend our allies in Europe 
and $30 billion to $40 billion to defend 
countries in Asia. We do not have the 
money. We are borrowing that money. 
Those of us who are standing on the 
floor today in support of a real effort in 
the area of burden sharing are simply 
saying let us stop borrowing all this 
money and giving it away to our allies. 
Let us tell them this year it is time for 
them to pay a fair share of their own 
defense. 

Let me read to you another figure: 
At the present time, the European 
members of NATO have a collective 
gross national product greater than 
that of the United States and at least 
two times greater than that of the So
viet Union. Yet, America spends more 
on NATO defenses than all of the other 
15 alliance members combined. 

How much evidence do we need of the 
peril in which we find ourselves today 
economically and with regard to our 
own budgets than this? Surely common 

sense dictates that it is time for us to 
stop listening to the tired explanations 
of the defenders of the status quo on 
both sides of the aisle in the Commit
tee on Armed Services and in this ad
ministration, who will refuse to stand 
up and say it is time for us to begin to 
recognize the need for fiscal sanity, for 
common sense, and to recognize our al
lies are not going to voluntarily begin 
to start paying their fair share? We 
have to tell them it is going to be re
quired of them. 

If this $8 billion expenditure is so im
portant to their defense, they simply 
need to offer up the money. We do not 
have to pull the troops out, we do not 
have to make any changes, if they will 
simply pay the balance of the $8 billion 
that is in the amendment today. But if 
they are not going to pay it, then sure
ly it is not worthwhile that we pay it. 
Let us save that much money. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BRYANT. I yield to the gentle
woman from California [Mrs. BoxER]. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to say 
for the benefit of the people here what 
a strong supporter the gentleman has 
been of burden sharing, for a long time. 
I remember, when the gentleman and I 
were on the Budget Committee at the 
same time, the strong case he made at 
that time that we could not take care 
of our own people because the money is 
going to other countries and they 
ought to be reimbursing us for that de
fense. It is common sense. Its time has 
come. I just wanted to point out to the 
Chamber that the gentleman in the 
well has been fighting this fight for a 
long time, and I hope his day has come. 
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Mr. BRYANT. I thank the gentle

woman from California for those obser
vations. One of my staunchest allies in 
these arguments was the gentlewoman 
from California, and I appreciate her 
willingness to stand up today with me 
and continue to urge a realistic change 
in this policy. 

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
21/2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. DICKS]. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I would 
first like to point out to my colleagues 
that while there is a perception that 
the defense budget is growing, I want 
to make it clear that since fiscal year 
1985, the defense budget has been com
ing down, and that between fiscal year 
1985 and fiscal year 1996, we will have 
reduced defense spending by 34 percent 
in real terms. Now, in my judgment, we 
need a strong NATO presence at a re
duced level. It is already part of the ad
ministration's plan to come down from 
two corps down to one corps or two di
visions in Europe. And I think we can 
survive with that quite nicely. 

Today we have taken a position, with 
the adoption of the Schroeder amend
ment, which indicates that the Con
gress thinks about 100,000 in Europe is 
fine. Let the administration work to
ward that goal. 

What I do not like about this amend
ment is that after we have reached an 
agreement with the administration 
about what defense spending is going 
to be, that in both 1992 and 1993 we 
would across the board cut another $8 
billion out of the defense of our coun
try. 

We have just been through Operation 
Desert Storm and Desert Shield, where 
we used effectively American military 
technology. We had the aid and assist
ance of a coalition. We worked with 
that coalition effectively. We should 
not be in the business of unilaterally 
here on the floor of the House of Rep
resentatives changing America's for
eign policy. And I think that is exactly 
what this amendment attempts to do. 

I am all for Congress giving direction 
and oversight to the administration, 
but a meat ax $8 billion approach in 
1992 and 1993 I do not think gets the job 
done. 

If we are going to change our rela
tionship with our NATO allies, we need 
to do it. We should work on a bilateral 
basis or through NATO to change the 
working relationship. We should not do 
it here on the House floor. 

We have sent a message with the res
olution. Let us get serious again and 
realize that we are going to do great 
damage to the credibility of our mili
tary and great damage to the funding 
over the next several years of many 
very important programs if we follow 
the lead here and cut $8 billion more 
out of defense in 1992 and $8 billion 
more in 1993. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 15 seconds to the 
gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. 
DORGAN]. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, the gentleman from Wash
ington was both right and wrong. He 
was right, we have to · make some 
changes, but we have to make them 
here on the floor because otherwise 
they will not get made. Second, this 
does not cut money from defense. It 
can just as well be made up by burden
sharing contributions from those coun
tries in which we have the defense in
stallations. So this is not a meat ax ap
proach to cut defense spending. That is 
clear. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield two and a half min
utes to the gentlewoman from New 
York [Ms. SLAUGHTER]. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding this time to me. 

Each year in the United States we 
spend more than $170 billion protecting 
our allies who can well afford to defend 
themselves. We pay $20 billion annually 
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to protect the sealanes around Japan, 
at a time when our own citizens are 
afraid to leave their homes or are un
able to obtain and pay for basic health 
care, are in danger of losing their jobs 
to foreign competition. It is madness 
for us to continue subsidizing our 
weal thy allies who are our fiercest eco
nomic competitors. 

In our effort to protect our allies 
against rapidly evaporating threats, we 
are waging war on our own citizens. 

The amendment we are now consider
ing is a modest first step toward the 
goal of sharing the burden of world se
curity. It gives the administration a 
great deal of flexibility on how to 
reach the $8 billion in savings that it 
mandates. 

In whatever combination the Defense 
Department and the State Department 
deem most advantageous, they can 
close overseas bases, withdraw forces 
or equipment from Europe, from Japan, 
from South Korea, or negotiate in
creased financial support from the host 
nations. 

Many of us are asking why we should 
continue to maintain a force of over 
40,000 troops in Korea 45 years after the 
war, and why should we be bearing the 
burden of this U.N. action alone. Why 
are we still spending billions of dollars 
protecting West Germany from East 
Germany, more than a year after the 
Berlin Wall was torn down? 

Because of the strictures in last 
year's budget resolution, the savings 
that will be realized from this amend
ment cannot be shifted to meet non-de
fense needs. However, this $8 billion in 
savings can make our Nation's econ
omy stronger by being applied to addi
tional deficit reduction. Given our sky
rocketing national debt and its attend
ant annual interest payments of $200 
billion a year, which is almost what we 
spend for NATO and Japan combined, 
and is almost equal to what we spend 
for every domestic program in this 
country from coast to coast, whatever 
it is the Federal money is attached to, 
it is crucial to our economic security 
and continuing international competi
tiveness that we take every oppor
tunity to lessen the yoke of debt we 
are imposing on future Americans. And 
while we are working to level the play
ing field on the economic battleground, 
it is essential that our Nation is not 
weakened by diverting its resources for 
the defense of competitors who are in
disputably able to pay their own way. 

If the administration required burden 
sharing in the Persian Gulf, why not 
apply that policy in Europe and Japan 
and Korea as well? And I urge the pas
sage of this amendment, and I only re
gret that my name is not on it. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no further requests for time and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield my remaining time 
to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 

DURBIN], who is one of the cosponsors 
in spirit certainly with the gentle
woman from New York [Ms. SLAUGH
TER]. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN] is 
recognized for 1 minute and 45 seconds. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 
We are asking for an $8 billion reduc
tion. If you follow the proceedings in 
the House of Representatives, you have 
heard over the past several years !-per
cent cuts and 2-percent cuts on many 
domestic programs, some amounting to 
$1 billion or $2 billion. But we are deal
ing with $8 billion. Is it a significant 
cut? Yes. Is it a meat ax? No. We are 
talking about $8 billion in reductions 
out of the amount of money we are 
spending to defend Europe, about $180 
billion a year; the amount we are 
spending to defend Korea, $3 billion a 
year; and the amount we are spending 
to defend Japan, $9 billion a year. It is 
a significant cut but it is an important 
and timely cut as well. 

This $8 billion saved could be money 
spent for the national security of the 
United States of America, for helping 
middle-income and working families to 
meet their daily obligations, perhaps 
to give working families an oppor
tunity to send their children to college 
without having them overburdened 
with debt. 

We spend $9 billion each year to de
fend Japan; $9 billion that Americans 
send to Japan which then exports to 
the United States 30 percent of all the 
automobiles that we drive, 90 percent 
of the motorcycles, ·90 percent of the 
electronic equipment. A country which 
has bought Rockefeller Plaza and 
movie companies, a country which has 
become a dominant force in our econ
omy. And we still subsidize their na
tional defense. 

It has to come to an end. Let us not 
get stuck in the time warp of World 
War II. Let us have a policy that 
makes sense for 1991, and that is what 
the Frank amendment does. 
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It says we either cut the $8 billion in 

overseas military spending, or have our 
allies pay their fair share. It is a sim
ple, straightforward amendment, and 
this vote is a good barometer as to 
whether or not we are sensitive to 
America's needs in the world today. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Nevada 
[Mr. BILBRAY]. 

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, brief
ly, to point out again to those Mem
bers who have not been listening in
tently to this debate, which I know all 
Members of the House probably have 
been, it is a fact that the stand of the 
House Committee on Armed Services is 
against this particular amendment. We 
did not stand in opposition to the last 
amendment. There are others that are 

coming up that we do not oppose, and 
I think it is very important to recog
nize that we have considered all these 
matters very, very carefully. 

Mr. Chairman, in looking across the 
world, American bases do not sit in 
Japan or on the 38th parallel totally in 
defense of Korea or Japan, or in Ger
many for protecting the Western Euro
peans. It is also to protect the vital in
terests of the United States of Amer
ica. 

As one of the Secretaries of Defense a 
number of years ago when I first got 
here stated, does anyone really think if 
the Japanese rearmed tomorrow morn
ing, that American presence in the Pa
cific would be less impressive? They 
are mistaken, because the fact is 
America would be in the Pacific with a · 
rearmed Japan probably stronger than 
we are today. We would certainly be 
overseas in Europe, whether or not 
Germany rearmed fully or not. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it is very im
portant that we work this problem of 
burden sharing out, that we work it 
out through the administration, and 
through the Department of Defense. 
Again, the House Committee on Armed 
Services urges all Members to vote no 
on the Frank amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
BRUCE). All time has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. FRANK]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. BILBRA Y. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 167, noes 255, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Berman 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carr 
Clay 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Conyers 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
de la Garza. 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 

[Roll No. 101] 
AYES-167 

Dellums 
Derrick 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Engel 
Evans 
Feigha.n 
Flake 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gepha.rdt 
Gordon 
Grandy 
Green 
Hall (OH) 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hertel 

Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
JeffEirson 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostma.yer 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Leach 
Lehman (CA) 
Levin (MI) 
Lewis(GA) 
Lipinski 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCloskey 
McDermott 
McNulty 
Mfume 
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Miller (CA) 
Miller (OH) 
Min eta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Moody 
Moran 
Mrazek 
Nagle 
Neal (MA) 
Nowak 
Nussle 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Panetta 
Payne (NJ) 
Pelosi 
Perkins 
Po shard 
Rahall 

Allard 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Archer 
Armey 
Asp in 
Bacchus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barnard 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Browder 
Bunning 
Burton 
Byron 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Carper 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooper 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Davis 
DeLay 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Edwards (OK) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Fascell 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Fields 
Fish 
Franks (CT) 

Rangel 
Reed 
Roe 
Rohrabacher 
Roth 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sa.rpa.li us 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Sikorski 
Skaggs 
Slaughter (NY) 
Smith (FL) 
Staggers 
Stark 

NOES-255 

Frost 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Goss 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hatcher 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Henry 
Herger 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Holloway 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
James 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Kasich 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lent 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Lowery (CA) 
Luken 
Machtley 
Manton 
Marlenee 
Martin 
Martinez 
Mavroules 

Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Vento 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Williams 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 

Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCrary 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillan (NC) 
McMillen (MD) 
Meyers 
Michel 

. Miller (WA) 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Morrison 
Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Neal (NC) 
Nichols 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Patterson 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Porter 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Sabo 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
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Shaw 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith (!A) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 

Barrett 
Foglietta 
Gradison 

Stallings 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas(CA) 
Thomas(GA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Thornton 
Upton 
Valentine 

NOT VOTING--a 
Gray 
Hopkins 
Lehman (FL) 
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Vander Jagt 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weber 
Weldon 
Whitten 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Murphy 
Rogers 

Mr. STALLINGS and Mr. McCAND
LESS changed their vote from "aye" 
to "no." 

Messrs. DIXON, OWENS of Utah, and 
MILLER of Ohio changed their vote 
from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, I was 
unavoidably detained during rollcall 
101, the vote on the Frank amendment 
to H.R. 2100, the National Defense Au
thorization Act, because of a meeting I 
was inolved in at the White House. 

Had I been present, I would have 
voted "no." 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, during 

rollcall vote 102 on the Dorgan amend
ment, I was unavoidably detained. 

Had I been present, I would have 
voted "aye." 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
Cox of Illinois). It is now in order to 
consider amendment No. 8 printed in 
part 1 of House Report 102-68. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DORGAN OF 
NORTH DAKOTA 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment that 
has been made in order under the rule. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. DoRGAN of 
North Dakota: 
SEC. • DEFENSE OFFSET PAYMENTS. 

(a) DEFENSE COST-SHARING AGREEMENTS.
The President shall consult with foreign na
tions to seek to achieve, not later than six 
months after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, an agreement on proportionate de
fense cost-sharing with each foreign nation 
with which the United States has a bilateral 
or multilateral defense agreement. Each 
such defense cost-sharing agreement should 
provide that such nation agrees to share eq
uitably with the United States, through cash 
compensation or in-kind contributions, or a 
combination thereof, the costs to the United 
States of maintaining military pesonnel or 
equipment in that nation or otherwise pro
viding for the defense of that nation. 

(b) CONSULTATIONS.-ln the consultations 
conducted under subs~ction (a), the Presi-

dent should make maximum feasible use of 
the Department of Defense and of the post of 
Ambassador at large created by section 
8125(c) of the Department of Defense 
Appropriatons Act, 1989 (10 U.S.C. 113 note). 

(C) ALLIES MUTUAL DEFENSE PAYMENTS AC
COUNT.-The Secretary of Defense shall 
maintain an accounting for defense cost
sharing pursuant to subsection (a). Such ac
counting shall show for each such nation-

(1) the amount of cost-sharing contribu
tions agreed to; 

(2) the amount of cost-sharing contribu
tions delivered to date; 

(3) the amount of additional contributions 
of each such nation to any commonly funded 
multilateral programs providing for United 
States participation in the common defense; 

(4) the amount of contributions made by 
the United States to any such commonly 
funded multilateral programs; and 

(6) the cost to the United States of main
taining miltary personnel or equipment in 
that nation or otherwise providing for the 
defense of that nation. 

(d) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.-(1) Not 
later than 180 days after the date of the en
actment of this Act, and each 180 days there
after, the President shall submit a report, in 
classified and unclassified form, to the ap
propriate committees of the Congress con
cerning efforts and progress in carrying out 
the provisions of subsections (a) and (b). 

(2) Not later than 180 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, and each 180 days 
thereafter, the Secretary of Defense shall 
submit to the appropriate committees of the 
Congress a report containing the accounting 
maintained pursuant to subsection (c) of de
fense cost-sharing contributions. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
North Dakota [Mr. DORGAN] will be rec
ognized for 20 minutes, and a Member 
opposed will be recognized for 20 min
utes. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
opposed to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] 
will be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from North Dakota [Mr. DORGAN]. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. Chair
man, for too long, our military allies have en
joyed the protection of the U.S. defense um
brella without contributing a fair share to offset 
the enormous cost to the U.S. taxpayer. Just 
as it's time to demand fair trade, it's time to 
require fair shares for mutual defense. 

CHANGING POLICIES FOR CHANGING TIMES 

In the late 1940's, the military threat to our 
allies and their weakened economies dictated 
that America shoulder the defense burden for 
the free world. Forty years later, the world has 
undergone radical transformation. 

The Berlin Wall has fallen. People from 
what was East Germany have streamed into 
the West. Not with tanks and rifles but with 
shopping bags and deutsche marks. The War
saw Pact has dissolved and the Soviet Union 
is struggling to keep from coming unglued at 
the seams. 

Countries once razed by World War II have 
become economic superpowers in their own 
right. Japan's gross domestic product [GOP] is 
now $2 trillion. A united Germany has $1 tril
lion national output. Recent trade deficits with 
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these allies have been as high as $55 billion 
and $15 billion, respectively. 

These are not war-torn, war-tattered econo
mies; they are tough, shrewd international 
competitors. They have robust economies 
which give them the capability to pick up a 
larger-and fairer-share of the free world's 
defense. 

But they have not. 
Of total allied spending by NATO coun

tries-some $500 billion-Japan contributes a 
mere 6 percent and Germany only 7 percent. 
Others lag even farther behind. Not surpris
ingly, the United States contributes 61 percent 
of all defense spending for Western Europe 
and Japan. 

Taken from another perspective, Japan 
spends only 1 percent of its GOP on defense 
and Germany budgets only 3 percent of its na
tional wealth. Again, the United States allo
cates six times as much as Japan and twice 
as much as Germany for defense. 

Why is it that almost 400 million Europeans 
with a collective economic output as big as 
our own need 300,000 American troops to de
fend them? 

I don't mean to suggest that we should push 
for the rearming of Japan and Germany. Quite 
the contrary. By pressing for contributions 
from these and other allies to offset U.S. de
fense costs, we can relieve some of our budg
et pressures without triggering defense build
ups in these nations. 

It's incumbent on us to change our policies 
to fit these changing realities. 

The comprehensive amendment on burden 
sharing which I offer today to the Defense Au
thorization Act will move us down that road. I 
am pleased that our colleagues DAVID BONIOR, 
RICHARD DURBIN, and JOHN BRYANT are joining 
me as cosponsors of the amendment. 

A TIMELY AND FRESH APPROACH TO A KEY ISSUE 

The amendment takes a fresh approach to 
mutual defense costs by calling on the Presi
dent to seek cost-sharing agreements with all 
nations with whom we have bilateral or multi
lateral defense pacts. It also breaks new 
ground by establishing an allies mutual de
fense payments account to track how much 
our allies are actually contributing in cash or in 
kind to offset U.S. defense costs. It further re
quires classified and unclassified reports to 
the Congress by the President on the success 
of his efforts to achieve cost-sharing agree
ments and contributions. 

Our present policy on burden sharing af
fords no way to hold the administration ac
countable for its efforts to increase cost shar
ing by our allies. Nor is there a single account 
to track contributions. Another policy problem 
is that current reports to the Congress provide 
only piecemeal and incomplete information 
about certain allies. My amendment would rec
tify that and provide the Congress with the 
comprehensive and useful information it needs 
to make decisions on defense spending. 

Our Government's success in building a 
Persian Gulf coalition and in obtaining billions 
of dollars of contributions from those partners 
should point the way for a new, vigorous and 
comprehensive approach to defense cost 
sharing. With shrinking defense resources and 
growing Federal deficits, I believe the House 
should overwhelmingly pass such an amend
ment. 

A RELEVANT ISSUE 

I worked closely with the Armed Services 
Committee in drafting an amendment which is 
acceptable to Chairman ASPIN. The amend
ment comports with current law and arrange
ments under which the Secretary of Defense 
and the Ambassador at Large-for burden 
sharing-seek to achieve equitable cost-shar
ing agreements with our allies. 

There is also ample precedent for raising 
this issue on a defense bill. In the last 2 years, 
for example, the Bonior and Dorgan amend
ments on Japanese host nation support costs 
have put into law new mandates on defense 
burden sharing. 

Let me also say that this country's gross in
debtedness will increase by $405 billion this 
year. That's borrowing $1 billion every day, 7 
days a week, all year long. 

BIG SPENDERS FOR THE DEFENSE OF OTHERS 

We directly spend $28 billion a year over
seas for the defense of our allies. We dish it 
out for 395 bases in 35 different countries. 
However, much of what we spend in the Unit
ed States is for ·troops dedicated to defend 
others. Some experts say that we have been 
spending as much as $200 billion a year for 
the defense of others. A conservative estimate 
for all such spending is $100 billion annually. 

Since we spend at least $100 billion a year 
on the defense of our allies, it means that 
one-four1h of our budget problem stems from 
the failure of our allies to pay for their own de
fense. It means that every taxpayer coughs up 
an extra $1,000 a year for the defense of 
other nations. It means that every man, 
woman, and child contributes $400 to defend 
foreign nations. 

So, strange as it seems, we are borrowing 
money from our allies to pay for their defense. 
That's not only goofy, it's unconscionable. 

We seem to have very deep pockets for 
overseas defense spending when we can't 
balance our own budget-let alone support a 
decent farm program or provide basic health 
care for all Americans. 

ALLIES GRADUATION AMENDMENT 

Let's put an end to the free ride and de
mand a fair share. Our country can't afford to 
defend everyone else, while they bank the 
profits of their exports to the United States. 

Even the Europeans themselves are raising 
questions about current arrangements. For ex
ample, the Secretary of the French Par
liament's National Defense Committee said in 
1988: 

Do you think 320 million Europeans can 
continue to forever ask 240 million Ameri
cans to defend us against 280 million Sovi
ets? 

Let's allow our allies to graduate from being 
dependent on the United States. This gradua
tion will require that our allies have a larger 
say on mutual defense questions. That's as it 
should be. But it will also require that our al
lies offset a larger amount of U.S. defense 
costs. 

So I urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to vote for the Dorgan amendment 
and for effective cost-sharing agreements be
tween our Nation and our allies. 

Mr. Chairman, this is another burden-shar
ing amendment, but a different approach. I 
would like to explain it carefully so that every
one understands what I am trying to do. Ev-

eryone in the House will remember what hap
pened with r •spect to Desert Storm. The 
President dispatched the Secretary of State 
and others around the world to negotiate with 
other countries their responsibility to help pay 
for Desert Storm. Actually they were quite suc
cessful in getting pledges and money into an 
account that had been established by Con
gress over in the Department of Defense. Bil
lions of dollars were deposited in that account. 
More pledges remain. 

It seems to me it is a successful model for 
what we ought to do, not just for the Desert 
Storm conflict, but also routinely year after 
year for the amount of money that I think is 
owed to this country by our allies for the 
amount that we spend on their defense. 

My amendment does this: It establishes, 
first, an account called the allies mutual de
fense payment account in law. 

Second, it requires the negotiation or con
sultation by the President with foreign nations 
to achieve an agreement with other countries 
for payments to that account in order that they 
share the burden for the defense spending 
that we exhibit now on their behalf. 

It is very simple. We have done it for the 
Persian Gulf. I am saying let us establish a 
legal mechanism by which we can do it gen
erally year after year. 

Mr. Chairman, the committee is not in oppo
sition to this amendment, as I understand it. 
The amendment is seeking to accomplish 
what we did accomplish in the Persian Gulf on 
a more routine basis year after year with other 
countries around the world. It does not bash 
our allies. It is not isolationist. It simply recog
nizes what is true. 

Forty-five years ago this country, the United 
States, had to shoulder much of the burden to 
pay for the defense umbrella over the free 
world. We were the only nation that could, 
after all. We had the ability, and we had the 
responsibility. 

Forty and forty-five years later, other coun
tries, shrewd, tough, strong international eco
nomic competitors, some of them economic 
superpowers, still allow this country and its 
taxpayers to share the overwhelming bulk of 
the burden here. 

It is time for us to ask the Japanese, the 
Germans, the French, many other countries, 
friends of ours, to help pay more of the bills. 
The U.S. taxpayers cannot carry such a big 
load any longer. 

D 1550 

What I ask is the President negotiate with 
these countries to obtain offset payments, 
which would be put in the allies mutual de
fense payments account. 

If Members oppose this, it can only be that 
Members want nothing to change. Let Mem
bers do it the old way, and Uncle Sam will pay 
the bill thinking we can afford it. Heck, we can 
do it for the rest of the world, send the United 
States the bill. If we think it is time for Mem
bers to change that, and ask our allies to do 
more, this is the time to make that change. 

This amendment is simply an amendment 
that gives the President the authority and the 
charter to move forward and negotiate offset 
agreements. How on Earth can anyone op
pose that kind of charter? It is not bashing 
anybody. That is the silliest kind of argument 
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I have heard on the floor of the House. It sim
ply is an amendment to responsibly remove 
the American taxpayer's responsibility from the 
bulk of the burden, to pay for this free world 
defense umbrella, and ask others around the 
world to start helping. 

Let Members stand up for the interests of 
this country for a change. That is what this 
amendment does. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, while everyone agrees 
with the general idea of burden sharing 
is unnecessary and redundant. 

Cost sharing already exists. It is 
called NATO, with our European allies. 
Further, the United States has bilat
eral agreements with Japan and South 
Korea and many other nations on bur
den sharing. We cannot mandate other 
sovereign nations to contribute to the 
United States. We cannot mandate 
other sovereign nations to contribute. 
That has to come through mutual ne
gotiations and discussions. That is on
going and occuring right now. 

I doubt that any Member in this body 
would disagree with the general 
premise that our allies throughout the 
world should assist with our mutual se
curity arrangements. 

This is a common sense, apple pie, 
motherhood, salute the flag type of 
issue. In many respects the 4-hour de
bate is somewhat of a smokescreen, 
changing the focus from the deep and 
abiding flaws in this year's defense bill, 
and it tends to place the blame for our 
own fiscal disasters on the shoulders of 
our allies. 

The Constitution makes clear that 
one of the fundamental functions of the 
Federal Government is to provide for 
the common defense. Article I of the 
Constitution places the responsibility 
for raising armies and navies to the 
Congress. 

Many in the Congress seem to ignore 
the constitutional mandate and seem 
apologetic, almost, about having to 
spend any money at all on defense. A 
few use every opportunity to take pot
shots at defense in general and try to 
slash defense programs at every turn. 

The United States has the respon
sibility to itself and to its own citizens 
to ensure for the common defense. It is 
our duty to see that it is done. We can
not shirk this duty and look to others 
to solve our problems. 

What has brought about this debate 
on burden sharing? To a large degree, 
it is the U.S. debt problems that have 
been caused by runaway Federal spend
ing over many years, not just on de
fense, but on hundreds of new programs 
and bureaucracies. Too often defense 
spending has been singled out as the 
sole culprit and the scapegoat for ex
cessive spending. The media and others 
have done a great job of convincing the 
public that if we cut the B-2 bomber, or 
close a few military bases, or reduce 

the number of our armed services, our 
debt problem will be solved. 

I do not know how many times ad 
nauseam I have heard the statement, 
"One B-2 bomber would buy this, that 
or the other thing." It sounds appeal
ing to many people, but it is wrong to 
lead people that defense spending is the 
boogeyman. 

A strong national defense makes ev
erything possible. This world, contrary 
to popular belief, is still a very dan
gerous place. First and foremost in our 
minds, every American should ask, 
"Am I safer today against possible 
threats to or freedom, than yester
day?" 

There are dangerous trends set in 
this year's defense bill which cannot 
and should not be glossed over by the 
burden-sharing debate. 

Strategic modernization is the most 
serious problem facing the United 
States. Unfortunately, this year's bill 
largely ignores this important area of 
increasing U.S. vulnerability. How can 
anyone ignore the Soviets are continu
ing to modernize nuclear forces at an 
unprecedented rate. Are we too 
euphoric over the apparent end of the 
cold war to notice or to care? How 
quickly we forget. Indeed, how quickly 
things can change. That is the reason 
for the United States to be cautious. 
U.S. investment in strategic mod
ernization, the B-2 bomber, MX, rail 
garrison, the small ICBM, are crucial 
for the United States to be able to re
tain a credible nuclear deterrent. 

One thing is clear to me, Mr. Chair
man. If we do not take steps to mod
ernize our strategic nuclear deterrent, 
we will, in effect, be unilaterally dis
arming ourselves. Our national secu
rity is too important to gamble on. Our 
inyestments in this area are absolutely 
critical. Yet this topic was hardly 
touched upon during the debate on the 
defense bill. 

Instead, we are clamoring to point 
fingers at our allies for our fiscal prob
lems, and ignore our own weaknesses. 

It has become popular in some quar
ters to bash Japan at every turn. Dur
ing Desert Storm many were saying, 
why was Japan not sending more 
troops? Why did they not pay more? It 
was the United States that placed con
stitutional limits on Japan after World 
War II prohibiting it from amassing a 
large army or sending troops abroad. 

Japan also has contributed toward 
Desert Storm costs, several billion dol
lars. True, there are many areas of im
balance with the United States and 
Japan, and that is something we are 
working on. Hopefully, things can be 
worked out. 

The crucial point to be made is that 
we cannot allow t~e emotional debate 
on burden sharing and blaming others, 
and bashing Japan and Germany, to 
tarnish our mutual relationships. We 
must remember that Japan and Ger
many are important allies. Politically, 

we share a common interest in democ
racy, peace, and stability throughout 
the world. Economically, the United 
States and Japan are strongly con
nected. The United States is the larg
est market for Japanese imports, and 
Japan is the largest market for United 
States agricultural exports, and the 
second largest for all exports. 

The United States, like it or not, is 
the dominant power in the world 
today. The Soviet Union is a military 
superpower, but is an economic basket 
case. Japan and Germany are economic 
superpowers, but lack the military 
might to make them a military super
power. Only the United States, only 
the United States, has them both, mili
tary and economic. 

For the last century or more, the 
United States has stood as a beacon of 
democracy and good will. As a super
power, we have a moral responsibility 
to ensure that these values are perpet
uated. It is in our best interest to re
main the position to be able to fill our 
role in the world. We should not allow 
ourselves to rely on other sovereign na
tions so much that we cannot take 
whatever action is necessary to pre
serve our interests. 

Mr. Chairman, if we want to talk 
about U.S. economic weakness in our 
growing debt, let Members tackle this 
head on. Let Members be honest and 
debate that issue, taking into account 
all of the various that led to our cur
rent economic crisis. 

That debate would include and not be 
limited to the lack of fiscal respon
sibility in this body. Pork barrel spend
ing, which is rampant around this area, 
skyrocketing social programs that no
body likes to talk about on that side of 
the aisle, and cost curves, the lack of a 
Presidential line-item veto. Let Mem
bers take 4 hours on that. I used to be 
speaker of the house in my State. I saw 
the Governor use a line-item veto and 
bring things into play every year. Very 
easily he did that. Good Democratic 
Governor. 

The balanced budget amendment, 
why not look at that? Let Members not 
blame other nations, particularly our 
allies, for their own lack of fiscal re
sponsibility. Further, Mr. Chairman, 
let Members not allow this debate on 
burden sharing to cloud the real debate 
that should be taking place; namely, 
the adequacy of the defense of the 
United States of America. 

Mr. BYRANT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HANSEN. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. BRYANT. I would like to ask the 
gentleman if he bothered to read the 
amendment, because the amendment 
simply says that the President shall 
seek to achieve defense cost-sharing 
agreements within 6 months with all 
the nations we share bilateral defense 
arrangements, or groups like NATO. 
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What could possibly be wrong with 

that? Why take the time of the House 
to offer such an eloquent defense of the 
Japanese people who have vastly more 
money, vastly more economic power 
than we do, yet we continue to sub
sidize their defense, 46 years after 
World War II? Why not negotiate an 
equal sharing of the burden? 

Mr. HANSEN. Reclaiming my time, 
let me say I would agree, yes, 
burdensharing is something we should 
be working on, but say we are not 
working on it, and say the State De
partment, Defense Department, and 
the administration are not working on 
it is absolutely not true. 

We call down there and they said 
they are working on it constantly. We 
are working on agreements with the 
Japanese. I don't know if we want to 
put the administration through this, 
the cost, time, effort, put on another 
layer of government. 

The question comes down to, why do 
we need it? I say it is redundant, un
necessary. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

than half the amount of our national 
debt. 

The gentleman talks about pork bar
rel projects. The gentleman is abso
lutely making a mockery of the people 
of this country by talking about any 
kind of pork barrel projects that bene
fit districts in the United States, when 
you compare that to the $2 trillion we 
have spent overseas that is not even 
matched by the allies who we are pro
tecting. 

As the gentleman in the well knows, 
that $2 trillion could have been used to 
provide jobs for Americans, jobs for in
dividuals, education for Americans, in
frastructure for America and every 
other thing that this country needs 
today. It is an insult to all Americans 
to stand here now and watch the Mr. 
Bojangles of the other side dance like 
crazy, but not answer the real issue. 
Will we stand up for Americans and ask 
our allies to relieve us of paying the 
lion's share for their defense when 
there is no longer any enemy, by virtue 
of a good amendment of the gentleman 
from North Dakota which does not ask 
the President to do anything but nego
tiate with the people who are supposed 

0 1600 to be our friends. 
Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

Chairman, I yield myself 30 seconds. my colleague for his comments. He is 
Mr. Chairman, my friend says that right on target. 

we already have burden sharing. He Mr. Chairman, for more than 45 years 
calls it NATO. the United States has defended freedom 

Would you give this stuff a rest with around the world. 
NATO? Japan, Europe, the United But it is outrageous that we are still 
States, all the countries in NATO paying for the defense of countries that 
spend $600 billion a year on defense, have the strongest economies in the 
and guess how much of it is ours---61 world! 
percent. That is sharing? There are still 310,000 American 

I mean, give it a rest. There is no troops stationed in Europe, even 
sharing. This country is the rich uncle. though the Berlin Wall fell in 1989 and 
We pay most all of the bills and every- . the cold war has ended. 
body else gets all the benefits. Germany has the highest standard of 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 7 minutes to living of any nation in Europe, yet the 
my friend, the gentleman from Michi- United States has 227,000 troops-more 
gan [Mr. BONIOR]. than one-third of our entire overseas 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Chairman, I yield force-stationed there. 
to the gentleman from Florida [Mr. Japan has the world's second largest 
SMITH]. economy, with a gross domestic prod-

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Chairman, uct greater than those of France, Brit
! appreciate the gentleman yielding to ain, and Italy combined. Yet the Unit
me. ed States still has 50,000 troops sta-

Mr. Chairman, as a member of the tioned in Japan for its protection, and 
North Atlantic Assembly, which is the they pay only 38 percent of the bill! 
parliamentary arm of NATO, I have It costs the American taxpayer $2.5 
had occasion to go over these meetings billion to station 40,000 troops in South 
and discuss this issue of burden shar- Korea, yet the Koreans pay only 6 per
ing. I want to tell you, contrary to cent of the total. 
what the gentleman on the other side That is outrageous! 
just represented, there is no real issue Americans are tired of subsidizing 
being discussed on burden sharing. As our toughest trade competitors. 
long as we keep paying the bills, they It is time to take care of our own. 
find a way in those countries not to Our Nation is in a deep and prolonged 
even carry their fair share of the NATO recession. 
burden that they agreed to and placed Unemployment stands at 6.6 percent 
upon themselves. nationwide, and more than 10 percent 

Let me explain in a very quick way in my home state of Michigan. The 
what this means. It means that every American auto industry is on the 
year since 1945 we have spent the lion's ropes. 
share to defend Europe. It means that We need health care, education, and 
by today in real dollars we have spent repairs for our highways and infra
approximately $2 trillion, almost more structure. 

For the last five decades, Americans 
have stood firm in defense of freedom. 
And we will continue to do so. 

But it is time for our allies to begin 
sharing the burden for their own de
fense. 

When you get tough on burden shar
ing, you get respect and you get re
sults. As a result of our efforts last 
year, the allies in the Persian Gulf war 
went a long way toward anteing up 
their fair share. 

But we need to keep up the pressure. 
We will not dig into the pockets of 

American taxpayers to pay for the de
fense of countries like Japan when 
they close their markets to us. 

I commend my friend from North Da
kota, Mr. DoRGAN, for his amendment 
today which will provide a comprehen
sive approach toward burden sharing. 

It requires the President to negotiate 
equitable burden sharing agreements 
with each nation with whom we have a 
defense agreement. 

And it sets up a mechanism, similar 
to the one we had in the Persian Gulf, 
so that we can track allied contribu
tions to see who is paying and who is 
not. 

It worked in the Persian Gulf, and it 
can work for all of our overseas com
mitments. 

It is time to send the message that 
America will no longer squeeze the 
middle class, disrupt communities, and 
lay off workers at home while our al
lies get a free ride abroad. 

That does not make sense and the 
American people will not stand for it. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. MARTIN]. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding this time to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, there is no question 
but what this amendment would make 
you feel good, but I want to just point 
out a couple things. 

In recent years we have appointed an 
Ambassador at Large for 
Burdensharing. His name is Allen 
Holmes. He comes in front of our sub
committee at least annually, if not 
twice a year, to bring us up to date on 
the negotiations. I would point out as 
far as Japan and Korea are concerned, 
things are progressing rather well. 
These negotiations are going on, as you 
know, on a regular basis as far as 
NATO is concerned as well. 

So I really do not know what this 
seeks to accomplish, except to make us 
feel good. 

It does accomplish one substantive 
thing that I think my colleagues 
should be aware of. Last year Dick 
Cheney came to our committee and 
talked to many of us outside the com
mittee as well, begging, "Please, would 
you give us a break. Enough already 
with the mandated reports." 

This does not require an annual re
port by the President as to these nego-
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tiations. That is the bad news. It re
quires a report on each of these nego
tiations twice a year to be prepared, 
sent up here and not be read. 

I would suggest we take some pride 
in what Ambassador Holmes has done. 
I think this is unnecessary and redun
dant. I think somewhere along the line 
someone ought to take into consider
ation the successes they have had. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL], 
the chairman of the Committee on En
ergy and Commerce. 

D 1610 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment offered by 
my good friends and colleagues here, 
the gentlemen from Michigan, North 
Dakota, Illinois, and Texas. 

I commend them for offering it. 
Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 

to support this amendment. As Oper
ation Desert Storm has proven, it does 
not break the backs of our allies to ask 
them to pay their fair share toward the 
mutual defense of democracy in time of 
crisis, and it does not hurt them to 
share this burden in times of peace, ei
ther. It has to be observed that this 
country has defended the world since 
the end of World War II. We spend 6 
percent of our gross national product 
on defense. Many of our allies spend 
only half that much. But Japan spends 
1 percent of its gross national product 
on national defense. At the same time, 
that country and most of the countries 
that they defend, like Korea, are busily 
excluding American goods from their 
borders. Our automobiles are not per
mitted to be sold there; our services 
cannot be sold, insurance may not be 
sold there, our architectural and engi
neering services may not be sold in 
those countries. Every one of those 
goods is excluded from Japan to some 
extent. 

Yet, our allies continue to expect us 
to carry the costs of defending the 
world. 

The Congress has expressed its deter
mination that the war pledges must be 
repaid with regard to Operation Desert 
Storm. Yet, there are still some $17 bil
lion owed to cover the cost of that war. 
This amendment may not be perfect, 
but it is a long stride forward. It says 
to our so-called friends and allies 
around the world, "It is your turn now 
to pick up the cost of this exercise." 

The United States has done it for al
most 50 years. The United States has 
grown very much worn and haggard in 
so doing. Our industry is run down, our 
infrastructure is decaying, our eco
nomic growth has been stymied, the 
welfare and the health of our people 
has been seriously impaired by the ef
forts which we have undergone. It is 
time our allies be told in a vigorous 
way by the administration that they 
have to make · a contribution to these 

efforts. Unless and until they do so, 
there is not much prospect of things 
turning better for this country. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding 
time to me, and I urge my colleagues 
to support the amendment. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I surely agree with 
the distinguished gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. DINGELL] about people 
carrying their share, but I sometimes 
wonder as I listen to the people, are we 
listening? Are we tuned out on this? 

The gentleman from Illinois talked 
about the 70 percent that Japan and 
Europe are both carrying. I think the 
intent is laudatory and has its genesis 
in good ideas, but what are we going to 
do with Mr. Holmes now? Does he get 
fired under this amendment? Here is a 
man who comes before our committee, 
he talks to us about burden sharing, 
that is what his job is, that is what he 
gets paid for. He goes to other nations 
and he talks to them constantly. He is 
doing a pretty good job. Does this say, 
"Mr. Holmes, this amendment takes 
your job away?" So, in effect we are 
going to create another layer of bu
reaucracy. 

So I just say to the Members, why do 
they not think on this vote, if they 
want another layer of bureaucracy, 
more expense to the administration, 
another thing for Dick Cheney and his 
group to look at, which they look at 
thousands of requests from Congress 
and they all shudder when they get a 
congressional, they hate to have them. 
Let us give them a few more? 

I would never question the genesis of 
this or its intent, but I do think it is 
another layer of bureaucracy. I do not 
think it is needed. I think Mr. Holmes 
is doing a good job. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HANSEN. I yield to the gen
tleman from North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not want the gen
tleman to misread the amendment or 
to misunderstand the amendment. This 
creates no layer or no level of bureauc
racy. This does not suggest the Presi
dent hire anybody that is not now 
hired. It does not suggest he employ 
anybody that is not now employed. 

It does establish a goal that requests 
him to negotiate with other countries 
to offset payments. It does say that we 
hope he would make maximum feasible 
use of the Department of State and the 
post of ambassador-at-large. But it 
does not mandate the President to cre
ate a new layer of bureaucracy. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to respond to the gentleman that 
this calls for the President to negotiate 
with all of these nations. Is he going to 
do it himself? Who is going to do it? I 
am sure President Bush is not going to 
get into an airplane and run around 

talking to them; I seriously doubt that. 
But I do not know how we have ever 
put anything on this floor that some
body is not hired to do it, some group, 
some title, some new GS level is 
brought in. I do not know how that has 
been done. I have been in government 
31 years, and I have never seen that 
occur. Maybe there is a way. I do not 
think there is. I think we have it in 
place. I say that respectfully; I do not 
know how else the gentleman would do 
it. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself 30 seconds. 
Let me just say we cannot debate this 
on both sides. First, the gentleman 
said cost sharing negotiations are al
ready being done. Now he says he does 
not know who is going to do them. One 
or the other has to be true. If this is al
ready being done and this amendment 
is irrelevant, that is one thing; I can 
understand that debate. But you can
not debate that and then say later on 
we are wondering who is going to do it. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BRY
ANT] . 

Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Chairman, Mem
bers of the House, the gentleman from 
Utah asked a moment ago or, rather, 
made an eloquent defense a moment 
ago, about the great job being done by 
our allies with regard to burden shar
ing. I find "it distressing that Members 
of the House stand up and do for the 
Japanese and for the Europeans what 
they ought to be doing for themselves 
in negotiations. But that is exactly 
what is happening. 

Let us talk about the burden being 
borne here. The fact of the matter is 
that today the European members of 
NATO have a collective gross national 
product greater than that of the United 
States. Yet, the people of the United 
States of America spend more on 
NATO defenses than the other 15 alli
ance members combined. Is that fair? 
Is that burden sharing? I do not think 
so. 

What are we saying today? The pace 
of whatever it is that is being done is 
not fast enough. We cannot afford to 
keep borrowing money to pay some
body else's bills. I submit to you that 
Mr. DORGAN's concept is an excellent 
concept and I am delighted he brought 
it forward and permitted some of us to 
cosponsor it with him. 

What does it do that is different? It is 
very clear what it does that is dif
ferent. It establishes the allies mutual 
defense payments account. It is the 
Desert Storm concept made applicable 
to our burden sharing commitments 
with regard to the rest of the world. 

This account would show the follow
ing: The amount of cost-sharing con
tributions agreed to by foreign nations 
and the contributions made to date, 
the amount of additional contributions 
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made by each nation so that we will 
know what actually is done, and the 
U.S. cost of maintaining the military 
presence in or defense of each nation. 
It puts it in very clear black and white 
language exactly what the commit
ments are and exactly what is being 
done and gets rid of the obfuscation 
which has dominated this debate year 
after year after year. 

Stop defending the Japanese, stop de
fending the Europeans, start standing 
up for the American people. Let us tell 
them that it is time that they pay 
their fair share for their own defense 
and we begin to use the dollars of the 
American people for the benefit of this 
country. 

Vote for the Dorgan amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

Cox of Illinois). The gentleman from 
Utah [Mr. HANSEN] has 7 minutes re
mammg, and the gentleman from 
North Dakota [Mr. DORGAN] has 4 min-
utes remaining. · 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no other requests for time, and I will 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man and members of the committee, 
this country is a country that is large 
and strong and great, but this is a 
country that is beset with a number of 
problems. In the last few months, as we 
have discussed the health care crisis in 
this country, 40 million people who 
cannot get coverage, people who can
not afford the coverage they have, cov
erage being withdrawn, the only an
swer from the White House is, "We 
don't have the money." 

As we try to help the people who are 
unemployed in this country, people 
who have lost their jobs, have the 
threat of losing their homes, the threat 
of losing their families, we are told, 
"We don't have any money." 

When we see our schools going bank
rupt, schools in crisis, we are told by 
the administration, "We don't have 
any money." 

But they do not say that to our al
lies. They do not say that year after 
year after year, as this country pays a 
disproportionate share of the burden of 
defending the free world. But the Dor
gan amendment simply sets in process 
a procedure by which the President can 
go out and negotiate those offsets and 
as he starts to save $100 million or $200 
million or $500 million, as he starts to 
get those contributions, maybe then we 
can start taking care of America, 
maybe then we can start taking care of 
people's health care and the education 
of their children and the higher edu
cation of their children. 

All of the things now about which the 
only thing we hear from the White 
House is, "We don't have any money." 

Well, "Mr. President, go out, nego
tiate with our allies, bring the money 

home to America and start taking care 
of the people in this country." 

The time has come for the Congress to ad
just our defense spending and our defense 
obligations to a level commensurate with the 
New World Order we hear so much about. 

The American taxpayer has been shoulder
ing a disproportionate share of the peace
keeping and war-making responsibilities of the 
West for a half century. We maintain 375 
major bases and hundreds of other installa
tions around the globe in 35 countries: 19 
major bases in Britain in 1989, 224 in Ger
many, 31 in Japan, 41 in South Korea, 11 in 
the Philippines, and on and on. That burden 
costs us over $200 billion every single year. 

That is more than one-half of a billion dol
lars a day we spent on Operation Desert 
Shield, where the immediate dangers and 
threats of war were certainly far more real, 
and the military capabilities of those we were 
defending more questionable. 

That is the old world order, one that assured 
that we remained the preeminent power in the 
West, and that we were capable of responding 
to the threat posed by the Soviet Union. 

But the world has dramatically changed. 
Through a remarkable combination of our 

own successes and unpredictable Soviet fail
ures, it is evident that the security needs of 
Europe and the Far East have undergone a 
dramatic evolution. 

Nor are those regions any longer struggling 
to recover from the dislocations of a war now 
half a century old. 

With the economic takeoffs experienced by 
the Pacific Rim and the EEC, the United 
States taxpayer is in the curious position of 
subsidizing the defense of nations whose 
economies are more modern and more vibrant 
than our own. 

Yet we continue to shoulder an unreason
able proportion of the Defense burden. 

Compared to allies like France, Britain, 
West Germany and Japan, the United States 
continues to spend substantially higher per
centages of our GNP and our national budget 
on the military. On a per capita basis, the in
equities are even greater. 

With the Soviet Union gone as a credible 
threat, with Germany reunited, with Europe 
unifying through E.G. 92-why must our own 
taxpayers continue to spend $112 billion a day 
on an archaic defense strategy? 

Are we spending that money to defend Eu
rope and Japan. Or are we locked into sense
less spending to sustain a military machine in 
seach of a mission? 

I am not suggesting that Americans are 
walking away from their responsibilities. Any
one who thinks that is our case should review 
the recent experiences in the Middle East. 

Let's remember that we are bearing enor
mous costs because of the obligations we 
took up in Kuwait: 

We have already forgiven $7 billion in out
standing debt owed us by the Egyptians; 

We have made additional commitments of 
hundreds of millions of dollars to the Israelis to 
assist with war-related costs, and other poli
cies; 

We lost hundreds of lives and tens of mil
lions of dollars in equipment in taking the 
major responsibility for Operation Desert 
Shield and Storm. 

Nor are we turning our backs on our friends. 
We are actively engaged in negotiations 

with both Europe and the Far East over trade 
policies to reduce barriers and bring our 
economies closer together. Indeed, it seems 
clear that in approving these treaties, Ameri
cans will lose jobs and both industries and re
gions of our own country will suffer. 

Nor are we being closed minded in seeking 
savings only overseas. 

We are all aware that proposals to shut 
down bases and facilities here at home are 
moving forward and that thousands of military 
personnel and their families, and local commu
nities, are going to endure some very serious 
economic consequences of those decisions 
that are driven by the changing world security 
situation. 

We cannot call upon our own citizens to 
bear those burdens without requiring our allies 
to adopt a more equitable burden sharing at 
the same time. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, I would like to yield myself 
such time as I may consume in order to 
engage in a colloquy with the gen
tleman from the Committee on Armed 
Services, from the State of Nevada. 

Mr. Chairman, my understanding is, 
and I would like to confirm this with a 
member from the Committee on Armed 
Services, that we worked carefully 
with the committee on constructing 
lauguage in this amendment, we 
worked carefully with the chairman of 
the committee and the chairman's rep
resentatives, and my understanding is 
that the chairman of the committee 
and the committee itself has not taken 
a position in opposition, that they have 
no objection to this amendment. 

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. I 
yield to the gentleman from Nevada. 

Mr. BILBRAY. I thank the gen
tleman yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, that is correct, we 
have no opposition and would accept 
the amendment. 
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Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, it is my opportunity to 
close the debate on my amendment. I 
have no further requests for time. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself the balance of 
my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
Cox of Illinois). The gentleman from 
North Dakota is recognized for 21/2 min
utes. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, let me just restate briefly 
what we are talking about here. This is 
not a momentous policy change. This 
is not an amendment that is going to 
cause shudders around the world. This 
is an amendment that is very simple, 
working on the history of what was 
done in the Persian Gulf. 
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I have complimented, in my home 

State and here, the President on what 
he has done in the Persian Gulf in ne
gotiating payments from other coun
tries to help us pay for the costs of Op
eration Desert Shield and Desert 
Storm. It worked. 

The fact is, Secretary of State Jim 
Baker did not get any sleep. He was 
shuttling all around the world nego
tiating offset payments into an ac
count, cash and also payments in kind. 
It worked. They know how to do it. 

The question is, Why just Operation 
Desert Storm? Why not every year? 

I do not want to rearm Japan. I do 
not want to rearm Germany. I just 
want them to help pay the money nec
essary to help us defend the free world, 
because the American taxpayer cannot 
afford it any more. We cannot afford to 
do it virtually by ourselves any more. 

It is not cost sharing when we pay 61 
percent of the combined defense bill of 
all the NATO countries, plus Japan and 
us. We are paying far too big a share. 
And somebody, someplace, sometime 
has to stand up and say enough is 
enough. We are going to change it. 

When better than right now for us to 
say we want our allies to help pay 
more of the bills? 

The Secretary of the French Par
liament's National Defense Committee 
said it best, I think. He said, "Do you 
think 320 million Europeans can con-

. tinue to forever ask 240 million Ameri
cans to defend us against 280 million 
Soviets?" 

Does anybody want to answer "yes" 
to that question? Of course not. All of 
us understand it is time for a change. 
This is the right kind of change. This is 
the time to change. This country is los
ing its edge. We all understand that. 

We talk about cost cutting. Every
body here is for cutting costs, cutting 
expenses. What this amendment does is 
say, "Let us cut our costs overseas as 
well." 

We are spending all of that money 
overseas that we ought to be cutting. 
How do we cut it? We get other people 
to contribute. So to those of my col
leagues that are tigers in cutting here 
at home, I say: Be consistent. Let us 
chip in to cut overseas as well by bur
den sharing·. That is what this amend
ment is about, Mr. Chairman. 

I hope this House will take the first 
step here in saying yes, Mr. President, 
much was done right with the Persian 
Gulf. Let us do it right continually 
now with the rest of the world for the 
benefit of American taxpayer and for 
the benefit of the economic health of 
this country's long-term future. Vote 
"yes" on the Dorgan amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. All 
time has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from North 
Dakota [Mr. DORGAN]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 357, noes 58, 
not voting 15, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Allard 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Aspin 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bacchus 
Ballenger 
Barnard 
Barton 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Davis 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Ding ell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 

[Roll No. 102] 

AYES---357 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Dornan (CA) 
Downey 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (OK) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fields 
Fish 
Flake 
Ford (MI) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Grandy 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Harris 
Hatcher 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Henry 
Herger 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Horton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Jacobs 
James 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 

Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman (CA) 
Levin (Ml) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowery (CA) 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCurdy 
McDermott 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillan (NC) 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Min eta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Murtha 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Nussle 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (UT) 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Patterson 
Paxon 

Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Po shard 
Price 
Pursell 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 

Baker 
Barrett 
Bateman 
Bliley 
Bunning 
Burton 
Callahan 
Combest 
Cooper 
Crane 
DeLay 
Dickinson 
Doolittle 
Franks (CT) 
Gekas 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodling 
Goss 
Hammerschmidt 

Chandler 
Foglietta 
Ford (TN) 
Gephardt 
Gradison 

Santo rum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Scheuer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter (NY) 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith (FL) 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Spence 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 

NOES-58 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Houghton 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lent 
Lewis (CA) 
Lightfoot 
Livingston 
Machtley 
Marlenee 
Martin 
McCandless 
McCrery 
McDade 
McEwen 

Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (GA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weber 
Weiss 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Michel 
Molinari 
Myers 
Oxley 
Packard 
Porter 
Quillen 
Rhodes 
Shuster 
Skaggs 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Solomon 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 

NOT VOTING-15 
Gray 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Lehman (FL) 
Murphy 

0 1648 

Owens (NY) 
Pelosi 
Rogers 
Savage 
Torricelli 

Messrs. COBLE, GALLO, ROBERTS, 
GALLEGLY, SPENCE, LAGO
MARSINO, LEWIS of Florida, ZELIFF, 
COX of California, and HERGER 
changed their vote fror'n "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The resul +- of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

0 1650 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

Cox of Illinois). It is now in order to 
consider amendment No. 9 printed in 
part 1 of House Report 102-68. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BRYANT 

Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment. 
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The text of the amendment is as fol

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BRYANT: At the 

end of title X (page 180, after line 8), insert 
the following new section: 
SEC. 1033. NUMBER OF FOREIGN NATIONALS AU· 

THO~D TO BE EMPLOYED AT 
MILITARY INSTALLATIONS OUTSIDE 
THE UNITED STATES. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.-The number of foreign 
nationals who may be employed on the last 
day of a fiscal year pursuant to an indirect
hire civilian personnel agreement at United 
States military installations located outside 
the United States is as follows: 

(1) For fiscal year 1991, 57,459. 
(2) For fiscal year 1992, 38,306. 
(3) For fiscal year 1993, 38,306. 
(4) For fiscal year 1994, 38,306. 
(5) For fiscal year 1995 and each fiscal year 

thereafter, 19,153. 
(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-lt is the sense of 

Congress that, beginning with fiscal year 
1996, the President should achieve reductions 
(below fiscal year 1995 levels) in the cost to 
the United States of salaries and other remu
neration of foreign nationals employed at 
United States military installations located 
outside the United States through agree
ments under which the host countries as
sume a greater share of these costs. 

AMENDMENT, AS MODIFIED, OFFERED BY MR. 
BRYANT 

Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that my amend
ment No. 9 in House Report No. 102-QS 
may be considered in a modified form. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the amendment, as 
modified. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment, as modified, offered by Mr. 

BRYANT: At the end of title X (page 180, after 
line 8), insert the following new section: 
SEC. 1033. LIMITATION ON THE COSTS TO THE 

UNITED STATES FOR PAYMENTS TO 
FOREIGN NATIONALS EMPLOYED AT 
MILITARY INSTALLATIONS OUTSIDE 
THE UNITED STATES. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.-Notwithstanding the 
prohibition on the management of civilian 
personnel by end strengths contained in sec
tion 312, the number of employment posi
tions on the last day of a fiscal year at Unit
ed States military installations located out
side the United States that may be filled by 
foreign nationals who are employed pursuant 
to an indirect-hire civilian personnel agree
ment and are paid by the United States may 
not exceed the following: 

(1) For fiscal year 1992, 57,459. 
(2) For fiscal year 1993, 38,306. 
(3) For fiscal year 1994 and each fiscal year 

thereafter, 19,153. 
(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-lt is the sense of 

Congress that, beginning with fiscal year 
1995, the President should achieve reductions 
(below fiscal year 1994 levels) in the cost to 
the United States of salaries and other remu
neration of foreign nationals employed at 
United States military installations located 
outside the United States through agree
ments under which the host countries as
sume a greater share of these costs. 

Mr. BRYANT (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment, as modified, 
be considered as read and printed in 
the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 

there objection to the modification? 
There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu

ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BRYANT] will be recognized 
for 20 minutes, and a Member opposed 
will be recognized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I guess I 
have to rise in opposition so that I can 
get some time over here. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] will 
be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BRYANT]. 

Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, today we have debated 
broadly the issue of burden sharing. 
This amendment, however, deals with a 
very specific program. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment deals 
with a very specific burden-sharing re
lated issue, that of the practice of this 
country which has continued for a 
number of years of spending over $2 bil
lion a year to pay the salaries of for
eign nationals who work in our defense 
installations which are there for the 
protection of their country. 

Last year the House agreed with this 
amendment and agreed to phase this 
process out over a period of 4 to 5 
years, reducing our expenditures in 
this area by 25 percent a year. It was 
dropped out in conference. This amend
ment is a repeat basically of last year's 
amendment. 

I offer it to the House today, because 
I think it is a reasonable way for us to 
begin to cut back on the amount of 
money we are spending to defend our 
allies abroad, money which they should 
be paying for their own defense. 

Two billion dollars is a large sum of 
money. It is something we can address 
immediately. The amendment proposes 
that we begin to take care of this mat
ter at a rate of 25 percent a year up 
through 1995, the last 25 percent of 
which would be negotiated by our Gov
ernment with the other governments. 

I believe it is acceptable to the mi
nority. I want to thank the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] for examining 
it closely and for, as I understand it, 
agreeing to not oppose the amendment 
and to the Committee on Armed Serv
ices as well. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Chairman, let me tell the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. BRYANT] that I 
agree with him on the issue of foreign 
nationals. As to whether this is the 
exact way to go, I am unsure at this 
point. 

But I think we will have plenty of 
time to discuss this with the other 
body. They have been less than forth
coming in trying to resolve an issue 

that, in some cases, has resulted in for
eign nationals being able to get sever
ance pay in excess of $100,000 a person 
for bank tellers, and I think that is 
what moves this amendment. 

I must tell the Members that there 
are Members on this side who have res
ervations and who are uncertain as to 
whether this is the way to go. 

While I personally want to commend 
the gentleman for being aggressive in 
the area of foreign nationals, I want 
him to understand that there are Mem
bers on this side who have not crossed 
the . "t's" and dotted all the "i's" and 
may have some objections. But I think 
we can take this into conference and 
hopefully get this issue resolved within 
this session of the Congress and not 
have to keep this thing around. 

This is going to call for pretty broad 
discussions among everybody involved 
in the conference in order to get a reso
lution of this matter. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 30 seconds simply to emphasize 
that this bill does not prohibit the hir
ing of foreign nationals. It simply says 
that we are going to stop paying for 
the hiring of them. They are going to 
be paid by their own governments as 
they should be. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms. OAKAR]. 

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of this amendment, as I 
have supported the burden-sharing 
amendments. 

I think the American people are say
ing Western Europe now can carry the 
lion's share of funds for its own secu
rity. Americans have spent more on 
NATO than all of the other European 
countries put together, and yet they 
have free health care, they have job 
training programs, they have afford
able housing. 

Just the other day we learned in 
committee something that is for the 
sake of the future of this country, my 
colleagues, and something that would 
perhaps cure diabetes, perhaps cure 
various forms of heart disease; we 
learned that if the committee has its 
will they are going to cut the space 
station. 

The Japanese and the Germans and 
the French are dying to do space, and 
we want to give up and abdicate our 
role in that now also. 

I say accept this amendment and all 
the burden-sharing amendments, and 
let us recapture that $2 billion for the 
space station or health care or some 
other very fundamental area. 

Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. ERn
REICH]. 

Mr. ERDREICH. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of the burden-sharing 
amendments. 
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Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of requiring 

allied nations to shoulder a greater portion of 
the peacekeeping costs in our New World 
Order. I do not think the people of this Nation, 
or of my home county, envision a New World 
Order where the United States picks up the 
entire tab for freedom. 

Each year, we spend about $80 billion on 
the defense of Japan and Asia, and in excess 
of $100 billion for the defense of Europe. 

Many nations now enjoy the strong econo
mies and freedoms of democracy. Those na
tions should pay their fair share to protect 
those freedoms. Certainly with the changed 
world condition and the growing economic 
strength of Germany and Japan, allied nations 
can shoulder a larger share of the burden. 

We shouldered most of the burden for the 
cost of the war in the Persian Gulf. Some na
tions came through with assistance, others did 
not. Mr. Chairman, we have critical financial 
needs here at home. My home State is facing 
a budget crisis that has forced the most dras
tic education cutbacks in two decades. 

It is past time for our allies to pay their fair 
share of security costs. That is why I support 
greater burden-sharing measures. 

Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from Flor
ida [Mr. HUTTO]. 

Mr. HUTTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Bryant amendment. 

As chairman of the Armed Services 
Committee's Readiness Subcommittee, 
I am all too familiar with this issue. 
the subcommittee has jurisdiction over 
the operation and maintenance [O&M] 
budget of the Department of Defense 
and the issue of foreign national em
ployment. 

Civilian personnel pay makes up 
about 41 percent of this $90 billion O&M 
allocation with 1.1 million people on 
the payroll. When the Berlin Wall came 
down, we began to make painful 
choices on the budget as we worked to 
reshape our national security posture 
and meet the objectives of the budget 
summit. 

The operation and maintenance ac
count had to be reduced and reductions 
for civilian pay were unavoidable. DOD 
has testified before the committee that 
they plan to reduce the civilian work 
force by nearly 200,000 over the next 5 
years. It seems a day does not go by 
where we hear of 200 of our people 
being laid off here, another 500 at a 
base over there, and so forth. 

These are U.S. citizens with jobs that 
support U.S. families, and pay taxes 
both at the Federal and State or local 
level. that is why the subcommittee 
last year reduced pay for foreign na
tionals by $324 million, and that is why 
Mr. BRYANT upped the ante on our re
duction and called for a 25-percent re
duction in this pay. The Secretary of 
Defense has exercised his waiver au
thority and will not dismiss these for
eign employees at the rate mandated. 
Mr. Chairman, I do not see any waivers 
to base closures here in the United 
States, and I do not see any waivers 
when we have to fire Americans. 

Mr. Chairman, the Readiness Sub
committee asked the administration 
for a planned and systematic approach 
reducing the civilian work force, both 
United States and foreign. Again this 
year we asked for such a plan. To this 
day the subcommittee has not received 
such a plan. 

Mr. Chairman, last year when we 
held hearings on foreign nationals, we 
were shocked at the levels of pay and 
benefits provided to these foreign 
workers. I speak of benefits unheard of 
for U.S. workers. They get severance 
pay, even when the host nation throws 
us out. U.S. workers do not. They have 
"cure leave" if they are stressed out, 
and the U.S. taxpayer sends them to a 
spa to "chill-out." Many get such 
perks .as shoe allowances, free trans
portation to and from work, United 
States and foreign holidays, education 
allowances, and language allowances. 
Many work less than 10 months and get 
12 months pay. In some instances we 
pay them for 15 months while they 
only work 10 months. And, we have to 
pay them in foreign currency that has 
grown in value as our trade deficit 
mushrooms and the dollar declines. 

It does not make sense to spend $2.7 
billion each year employing foreign na
tionals on our bases overseas while we 
are facing such major layoffs here in 
our own country. It is time these na
tions started paying for more of our 
costs, and foreign national civUian pay 
is a good place to start. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for this 
amendment. 

0 1700 
Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume to 
enter into a colloquy with the gen
tleman from Nevada [Mr. BILBRAY]. 

First, I would like to thank the com
mittee and the gentleman for examin
ing this amendment and for, as I under
stand, not raising objections to it, and 
presumably supporting it. 

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, the House Com
mittee on Armed Services does not o b
ject to the amendment and would ac
cept the amendment. 

Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KA
SICH]. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I think 
we want to move on. I appreciate the 
gentleman's work on this. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
Cox of Illinois). The question is on the 
amendment, as modified, offered by the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BRYANT]. 

The amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. It is 
now in order to consider amendment 

No. 10, printed in part 1 of House Re
port 102-68. 

For what purpose does the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. MRAZEK] rise? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MRAZEK 
Mr. MRAZEK. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MRAZEK: 
At the end of title X (page 180, after line 8), 

insert the following new section: 
SEC. 1033. PERMANENT CEILING ON TilE NUM· 

BER OF UNITED STATES MILITARY 
PERSONNEL IN THE REPUBLIC OF 
KOREA. 

(a) PERMANENT CEILING.-After September 
30, 1993, none of the funds appropriated pur
suant to an authorization contained in this 
Act or any other Act enacted after the date 
of the enactment of this act may be used to 
support an end strength level of members of 
the Armed Forces of the United States as
signed to permanent duty ashore in the Re
public of Korea at any level exceeding a per
manent ceiling of 30,000, of which not more 
than 20,000 may be members of the Army. In 
reducing the number of United States troops 
in the Republic of Korea to achieve this per
manent ceiling, the President should consult 
closely with appropriate officials of the Re
public of Korea. 

(b) REAFFIRMATION OF COMMITMENT.-Con
gress reaffirms the commitment of the Unit
ed States to the security and territorial in
tegrity of the Republic of Korea and concurs 
in the decision of the President that reduc
tions in the number of United States troops 
in the Republic of Korea can be made with
out adversely affecting the security of the 
Republic of Korea or lessening the commit
ment of the United States to its Mutual De
fense Treaty with the Republic of Korea. 

(c) TRANSITION FROM LEADING DEFENSE 
ROLE.-lt is the sense of Congress that the 
establishment of a permanent ceiling on the 
number of United States troops in the Re
public of Korea in subsection (a) is-

(1) part of a transition for United States 
troops from a leading role in the defense of 
the Republic of Korea to a supporting role; 
and 

(2) the beginning of the phased withdrawal 
of United States ground combat units from 
the Republic of Korea. 

(d) EXCEPTIONS.-The permanent ceiling on 
the number of United States troops in the 
Republic of Korea; and 

(1) shall not apply in the event of a dec
laration of war or an armed attack on the 
Republic of Korea-

(2) may be waived by the President if the 
President declares an emergency and imme
diately informs the Congress of the waiver 
and the reasons for the waiver. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. MRAZEK] will be recog
nized for 5 minutes, and a Member in 
opposition will be recognized for 5 min
utes. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that both sides be 
given an additional 5 minutes apiece, 10 
additional minutes to discuss this 
amendment. 

In other words, instead of having a 
10-minute debate on the Korean troop 
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withdrawal, it would be a 20-minute de
bate. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

time will be split between the pro
ponents and opponents. The gentleman 
from New York [Mr. MRAZEK] will be 
recognized for 10 minutes, the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] will be 
recognized for 5 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Nevada [Mr. BILBRAY] will 
be recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MRAZEK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment sets a 
ceiling of 30,000 United States troops in 
Korea, much as Congress set a ceiling 
on United States troops in Europe 
since 1985. It is an opportunity for the 
Congress to go on record for the first 
time in support of Secretary Cheney's 
determination that South Korea should 
begin to assume the lead role for its 
own defense, with the United States 
transi tioning to a support role. 

It is also a means of saving U.S. tax
payers $1.2 billion by the end of 1993 
and nearly $1 billion a year after that, 
according to the Congressional Budget 
Office. 

It is a very modest and prudent 
amendment. It simply calls for a reduc
tion of 2,000 troops, per year, for 3 
years, below the figure of 43,000 troops 
who are currently deployed on the Ko
rean Peninsula, although 7,000 of whom 
Secretary Cheney has decided to with
draw over the same period. So each 
year we would withdraw an additional 
2,000 troops. 

If the President decided that there 
was a security crisis or an emergency, 
all he would have to declare is that he 
was concerned about the security situ
ation on the Korean Peninsula, and he 
could void this legislation. I think it is 
important to recognize, Mr. Chairman, 
that there are 43,000 American troops 
currently deployed on the Korean Pe
ninsula at a cost of many billions of 
taxpayers' dollars this year. They have 
been there since 1954. I think that 
many Americans are not aware of the 
fact that today there are 44 million 
South Koreans who we are there help
ing to protect, and there are 20 million 
North Koreans. There are twice as 
many South Koreans, in other words, 
as North Koreans, and yet we feel it is 
necessary for the United States to 
make this expenditure. 

It is also important to note that 
South Korea has the most dynamic 
economy in the world today. They are 
not a fledgling nation, fighting for sur
vival economically. They have one of 
the most successful nations economi
cally in the world today. One of the 
reasons for that, clearly, is that they 
are not spending these many billions of 
dollars in their own defense. I guess I 
would submit to this Congress that it 

is time to suggest to the Koreans, if it 
is important to have the 2d Infantry 
Division there, they ought to be pick
ing up a far greater share of the bur
den. 

This amendment does not require 
them to take on the entire burden. It 
simply suggests that we as American 
taxpayers can save $1.2 billion accord
ing to the Congressional Budget Office 
that could be better utilized for more 
important national security interests 
here at home in the United States of 
America. 

Mr. Chairman, with that opening 
statement I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the Mrazek amendment, just as the 
House did last year. 

There are six strong reasons for my 
opposition. 

First, in a region where United 
States forces are just minutes from 
combat, the amendment potentially 
cuts United States ground combat 
strength, the 2d Infantry Division, in 
half without reciprocal reduction by 
the North Koreans. 

Reducing the 2d Division-viewed by 
the North Koreans as the strongest 
sign of United States resolve to defend 
South Korea-will be seen as a sign of 
weakness. North Koreans have always 
taken advantage of any perceived Unit
ed States weakness, or preoccupation 
with other areas of the world. That's 
how the Korean war started, and a rea
son why the U.S.S. Pueblo was at
tacked. 

Second, the United States has begun 
to reduce our forces in Korea. By the 
end of 1992, U.S. strength there will be 
cut by 7,000. Further cuts will be an
nounced by mid-1992. 

Third, cutting U.S. ground combat 
forces is not likely to save money. In 
fact, given the limited United States 
troop strength available now to cover 
the vast Pacific region, any troops 
withdrawn from Korea would likely re
main based in the Pacific, at an addi
tional cost of up to $1.5 billion, accord
ing to CBO. 

Fourth, South Korea, since 1988, has 
begun to pay an increasing share of 
support costs for United States troops. 
In 1991, those payments will be in ex
cess of $150 million. Also, South Korea 
has agreed to assume the $1 to $3 bil
lion cost of moving United States head
quarters out of Yongsan. 

Fifth, there continues to be tangible 
evidence that the United States is 
transitioning from a leading to a sup
porting role in the defense of Korea. 
The most recent evidence is that a Ko
rean four-star general will take over 
from a United States officer command 
of ground forces. 

Sixth, the North Korean threat has 
not diminished substantially. In fact, 
there is evidence to indicate that the 

North Koreans are developing a nuclear 
capability. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
the Mrazek amendment. The existing 
plan for United States troop withdraw
als from Korea need not be rushed. 
Haste often makes waste, and the Unit
ed States experience in Korea has been 
that waste is often measured in United 
States lives. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I want to tell everyone that there is 
not a more important vote that we will 
cast today. I would like Members to 
pay attention to the fact that this 
issue itself transcends the issue of bur
den sharing. 

If trends remain as they are, we may 
be looking at the next Saddam Hussein 
in North Korea. They will have a nu
clear weapon in 3 to 5 years. Do all 
Members hear that? A nuclear weapon 
in 3 to 5 years. The country already has 
three reactors, and is building a fourth. 
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It is constructing a uranium mine 

and a nuclear reprocessing plant. North 
Korea is a member of the N onprolifera
tion Treaty, but refuses to permit any 
inspection of its facilities. 

Last week unusually high ground 
temperatures were said to have been 
detected in a North Korean nuclear fa
cility. It is still unresolved as to 
whether there was an accident, but the 
possibility really exists that in fact 
there was with a nuclear facility that 
is bent on producing nuclear weapons. 

One of the reasons why we argue that 
we can leave Germany is because of the 
increased warning time, but when it 
comes to the issue of North Korea, that 
does not exist. In fact, we are con
cerned that the North Korean's warn
ing time for South Korea has been 
shortened to 24 hours. 

When you combine North Korea's 
emerging nuclear capability and a 
short warning conventional attack ca
pability, combined with the fact that 
its political leadership is unstable, ir
rational, and bloodthirsty. Kim ll-song, 
of course, killed 17 members of the 
South Korean delegation in 1987, and 
they killed 115 passengers on a Korean 
airline plane, we cannot trust this guy. 
He is a nutcase, Kim Il-song. · 

In 1950, when we began to withdraw · 
troops from Korea, we gave him a sig
nal. And what did he do? He invaded 
the south. 

We do not want to give Kim Il-song 
an April Glaspie type warning. We do 
not want to give him an April Glaspie 
type message that whatever he wants 
to do in that peninsula does not mat
ter. 

There is not a more important vote 
that we are going to cast in this de
fense bill. The North Koreans are de
veloping a nuclear capability with a 
nutcase as the head of that country. 
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Let us not make any signals that could 
be misinterpreted by that man. 

And I am going to say this to you. 
The entire world had better wake up to 
what is going on in North Korea before 
we have got to put 500,000 troops over 
there at some point in the future and 
subject them to what could be weapons 
of mass destruction. 

I understand what the gentleman is 
trying to do. It is the wrong message at 
the wrong time with the wr ong country 
and the wrong wacko leader who is 
simply interested in reining destruc
tion on all his enemies. 

Please do not vote for the Mrazek 
amendment. Let us make sure that the 
world is firm in its resolve to deal with 
people like this who threaten the lives 
of innocent people around the world. 

Please vote no. 
Mr. MRAZEK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
I would point out to my colleague, 

the gentleman from Ohio, that it is 
Secretary Cheney and President Bush 
who have decided that it is time to cut 
our troops in Korea on the peninsula. 
Let us get it straight. 

The President and Secretary Cheney 
called for a reduction in real force 
terms of 7,000 troops. 

My amendment simply calls for an 
additional 2,000 troops per year for 3 
years, and the President can void the 
legislation if he decides that there is a 
serious security concern. 

So this is not a unilateral movement 
over here on this side of the aisle. We 
are simply supporting an effort under
taken by the President and his Sec
retary of Defense. 

Having said that, we share the gen
tleman's concern about the pursuit of 
the nuclear program by the North Ko
reans, but they are two separate issues. 
Reducing our forces in the Korean Pe
ninsula by 2,000 troops a year is not 
going to affect the North Korean com
mitment one way or the other on the 
attempt to build nuclear weapons tech
nology. One has nothing to do with the 
other. 

What we are simply saying is that it 
is time to recognize that after invest
ing $100 billion of our national wealth 
in South Korea's defense, we have cer
tainly accomplished some things. We 
know the qualitative advantage of our 
weapons over the Soviet weapons · that 
the North Koreans have. We know that 
the ROK force of 550,000 troops, and 
there is a permanent South Korean 
Army of 550,000 troops equipped with 
all our best weapons, and I am sure 
that that man the gentleman referred 
to as a wacko is fully familiar with the 
performance of the Soviets' weapons 
against ours in the Persian Gulf. 

But the nuclear program is a totally 
separate issue. I am sure that Presi
dent Bush and Secretary Cheney are 
monitoring it carefully. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
my colleague, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK]. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, my friend, the gentleman 
from Ohio, has said, "Don't vote for 
this burden-sharing amendment. It's 
not like all the other ones,'' which he 
was also against. People are always for 
the one that is not here and the one 
that is going to come. 

Of course the North Korean regime is 
a terrible regime. South Korea is larger 
than North Korea, has a better indus
trial base. We are not talking about 
abandoning them. We are talking about 
continuing American support, but scal
ing it down some because North Korea 
has lost its Russian and Chinese allies. 

Gorbachev went to South Korea to 
criticize North Korea. 

We are not saying there are no 
threats. We are saying that threats di
minish and that we ought to be able 
also to cut back. 

My friend, the gentleman from Ohio, 
said that we warn the rest of the world 
that they better be careful, but the at
titude that prevails in this administra
tion says to them, "Don't worry. Amer
ica will do it. America will be 911 for 
the world. America will be the univer
sal donor. America will be the banker. 
We will pay for it all." 

If we reduce troops some and other 
people in the world think it is a ter
rible problem, would it be unheard of 
that somebody would actually help us? 

We did this with great effort in 
Desert Storm, but on an ongoing basis 
day in and day out, we ought to do it. 

We have a terrible budget crisis in 
this country. We will be able to allevi
ate only if we stop the attitude that 
America will pick up everybody's tab 
everywhere, every time, every place. 

We are still going to be under all 
these amendments we have talked 
about today, the biggest defender of ev
erybody else. The question is can we 
reduce it some. 

I would only add, I am sorry my 
friend talked about the April Glaspie 
warning. Let us talk about the George 
Bush-Jim Baker warning. April Glaspie 
was no free agent. Let us not pick on 
the Ambassador for doing her job. Let 
us talk about the people who gave her 
her instructions. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SOLOMON]. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, 
shades of Jimmy Carter. Here we go 
again. Let's just destroy America's de
fense preparedness, the very thing that 
has deterred another world war for 
over 45 years and allowed us to deal 
rapidly and effectively with problems 
such as the one we just had in the Per
sian Gulf. 

You know, I am getting tired of hear
ing the same people over here, the big
gest spenders in this Congress, talk 
about cutting the defense budget. 

You know, hearing the sponsor of 
this amendment mention the National 
Taxpayers Union is unbelievable. He 
has one of the worst records in the 
Congress, according to the National 
Taxpayers Union, and I am sure that so 
do all of the other sponsors of those 
amendments to cut defense spending 
here today. The Members who time and 
again offer these amendments would 
simply wreck the defense budget. 

We all know how serious the problem 
is in North Korea today. As a former 
speaker mentioned, Kim Il-song is one 
of the most dangerous men in the 
world, and his heavily armed troops are 
literally minutes away from Seoul, the 
capital of the Republic of Korea. 

If we had listened to these defense 
budget cutters over the past 10 years, 
the liberation of Kuwait would have 
gone about as well as President 
Carter's attempt to rescue our hos
tages in Iran in 1980. Saddam Hussein 
would still be sitting astride the Ku
waiti oilfields, threatening Saudi Ara
bia and the world's energy markets. 

Our troops are in South Korea today 
defending that small nation from an
other dictator that threatens it from a 
short distance away. By deterring Kim 
Il-song from attacking, they are also 
serving to defend against communism 
and preserve the peace. 

Vote against this amendment. 
Mr. MRAZEK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Well, we were all enlightened by that 

calm and prudent statement by my col
league, the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SOLARZ]. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment offered by my good 
friend, the gentleman from New York. 

I think it could perhaps unintention
ally send exactly the wrong signal to 
North Korea. We have an enormous 
stake in the preservation of peace on 
the Korean Peninsula. If Kim Il-song 
gets it into his head that we may even
tually be withdrawing all our forces 
from that country, it could conceivably 
embolden him to launch another act of 
aggression against South Korea. Even 
if he does not conclude that we are 
going to withdraw all our forces, if he 
thinks there is going to be a substan
tial draw-down, his incentive to agree 
to concessions in the ongoing dialogue 
with South Korea that could reduce 
tensions on the Korean Peninsula as a 
whole will be greatly diminished. 

Even if we were to withdraw the ad
ditional 7,000 troops called for by the 
gentleman's amendment in comparison 
to the draw-down already con
templated by the administration, un
less those 7,000 troops were demobilized 
we would not save a cent anyway. 
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Consequently, Mr. Chairman, I urge 

rejection of the Mrazek amendment 
and the preservation of peace in Korea. 
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Mr. MRAZEK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume 
and only to respond for a moment to 
suggest that if Kim Il-song is going to 
be emboldened, he will be emboldened 
by Secretary Cheney and President 
Bush's plan to reduce by 7,000 troops 
our forces there. This additional redun
dancy of 2,000 per year at a savings of 
$1.5 billion, according to the Congres
sional Budget Office, is not going to 
make the· difference in terms of Kim Il
song's reaction to Secretary Cheney's 
policy. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Utah [Mr. OWENS]. 

Mr. OWENS of Utah. I would just 
urge Members to think carefully about 
what this amendment does and to con
sider the mathematics: 550,000 South 
Korean troops, 43,000 American troops. 
The Secretary would reduce that by 
7,000. The very meager amendment of 
the gentleman from New York would 
reduce it over 3 years by an additional 
6,000, leaving intact then almost 580,000 
troops. 

Now, how can you, by reducing 1 per
cent of the troops, how can you in
crease the threat of Kim Il-song march
ing across the border? It is irrational 
to think that that 1-percent reduction 
in troops which will save this country 
$1.2 billion a year after the third year
it is ridiculous to believe that that will 
change the dynamics of the possible 
conflict between South Korea and 
North Korea. 

Let us just think carefully; we need 
to chip away at these expenses-$1.1 
billion, $1.2 billion, is a lot of money; 
that is not a reduced-a problem for 
the South Koreans. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support of the 
Mrazek amendment, which strengthens an ex
isting United States commitment to reduce 
United States troop strength in South Korea 
and to move from a leading to a supporting 
role in South Korea's defense. The administra
tion announced its intention to withdraw 7,000 
U.S. troops from the current level of 43,000. 
The Mrazek amendment would simply require 
the withdrawal of an additional 2,000 troops 
per year until 1993, or a total of 6,000 troops. 
The question is not whether there should be a 
reduction in U.S. force strength. That deter
mination has already been made by the Sec
retary of Defense and the President. The 
question is only the pace at which such a 
withdrawal can be undertaken. 

It is ludicrous to suggest that North Korea's 
decision to invade, or not invade, hangs on 
the balance of 2,000 American troops per 
year. After all is said and done, the United 
States will still have a force strength of 
30,000; this on top of South Korean ground 
forces numbering approximately 550,000. This 
is more than a trip wire force. This is a sub
stantial United States military presence, built 
on an ironclad commitment to South Korea's 
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defense. The effect of the Mrazek amend
ment, from the standpoint of military deter
rence, is inconsequential. What is not incon
sequential is the cost savings. If enacted, the 
Congressional Budget Office estimates that 
this amendment will save American taxpayers 
over $1.2 billion by the end of fiscal year 
1993, and then nearly $1 billion per year 
thereafter. And it is totally inconsequential for 
South Korea's defense. 

Those who oppose this amendment will say 
that North Korea has not changed. That may 
be true. But the world has changed around it. 
This amendment reaffirms the United States' 
commitment to South Korea's security and ter
ritorial integrity; a commitment set forth in our 
mutual defense treaty. The Mrazek amend
ment is fiscally responsible. It is militarily 
sound. And I strongly urge my colleagues' 
support. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gentleman 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. McCRERY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op
position to the Mrazek amendment. 

The DOD has begun a comprehensive, 
phased troop reduction that cuts 7,000 troops 
from Korea by the end of 1992, but which re
tains the 1st Infantry Division, which the Unit
ed States commander in chief in Korea con
siders to be the minimum required United 
States ground combat capability. Adoption of 
the Mrazek amendment could require up to a 
50 percent cut in the 14,000-man 2d Infantry 
Division. 

Unlike Europe, the threat to security in the 
Korean theater has increased not decreased. 
Many believe the North Koreans are on the 
verge of developing nuclear weapons and fur
ther, the North Koreans have refused to agree 
to reasonable verification mechanisms and to 
adhere to the Nuclear Proliferation Treaty 
Safeguards Agreement. 

Adoption of the Mrazek amendment and its 
unilateral force reductions simply sends the 
wrong signal at the wrong time to both the 
North and South Koreans. It undercuts any le
verage the United States and our South Ko
rean allies may have in ongoing or any future 
force reduction talks. And remember my col
leagues, the overwhelming balance of forces 
in the region already favors the North Kore
ans. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. LAGOMARSINO]. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposition to 
the Mrazek amendment and urge my col
leagues to defeat this measure. While I appre
ciate the good intentions of the amendment, 
now is not the time to take unilateral disar
mament actions in Korea. While I was some
what encourged by the talks not long ago be
tween the heads of government of the two Ko
reas, these talks really did not produce any 
significant changes in the security situation of 
the peninsula. In reality, North Korea has done 
nothing really to lessen its threats or change 
its dictatorial policies to warrant us lowering 
our guard. If enacted, I believe the Mrazek 
amendment could seriously jeopardize the se
curity situation on the Korean Peninsula, in-

crease the instability, and raise the possibility 
of another war-not lessen it. 

When President Carter proposed to reduce 
American troops in South Korea early in his 
administration, he met a storm of protest and 
provoked serious shock waves in United 
States-South Korean relations. It was a pro
posal that was ill-conceived, ill-timed, and ill
advised. Nothing has changed in the past 14 
years to make those troop reductions any 
more appropriate. 

We have witnessed a series of incredible 
events over the past year and a half, espe
cially in Eastern Europe and to a lesser extent 
in the Soviet Union. We continue to witness 
real democratic change and political reforms in 
the Republic of Korea where free and fair 
presidential, assembly, and local elections 
have been held. Sadly, no such changes are 
occurring in North Korea. While Koreans in the 
south go to the polls to freely express them
selves and build a better future, Koreans in 
the north live under the harshest of tyranny 
devoid of any real human rights. 

The military threat from North Korea has 
certainly not changed. North Korea has not re
duced its strength and the balance of forces 
remains greatly favored toward the north. It 
has 2 to 1 superiority in many key categories 
of offensive weapons. The north continues to 
procure sophisticated military equipment from 
the Soviets, like Mig-29 Fulcrum aircraft. North 
Korea continues to forward deploy hundreds 
of thousands of combat shock troops right 
along the DMZ poised offensively to attack the 
south. The north continues to build invasion 
and infiltration tunnels under the DMZ. North 
Korea is also believed to be working on devel
oping nuclear weapons. Even the Soviets 
have expressed concern about this most de
stabilizing action. American soldiers along the 
DMZ must still carry loaded weapons on the 
ready because of the threats of the north. We 
cannot even trust-sadly through experi
ence-the North Koreans from kidnaping or 
murdering, even mutilating with an ax individ
ual soldiers along the DMZ. Why should there 
be a difference on the larger scale? 

Accompanying North Korea's unchanged 
military posture is North Korea's unchanged 
aggressive policy. As I mentioned, while I was 
encouraged by the series of diplomatic initia
tives between the north and the south, like the 
recent visit of North Korea's Prime Minister
unfortunately not a figure with much author
ity-to Seoul, the results of these meetings 
have been minor. They are steps in the right 
direction, but they are very small steps not 
warranting the significant actions of the Mraz
ek amendment. However, the overall North 
Korean policy of subversion, support for inter
national terrorism, and opposition to any real 
political or economic reforms remains un
changed. North Korea remains a key sup
porter of Saddam Hussein's regime in Iraq 
and the radical clerics ruling Iran. 

I have hope that changes may come to 
North Korea. The Soviets appear to be less 
willing to support their Stalinist allies and are 
concentrating instead on problems at home. 
Improved relations between the Soviet Union 
and United States have moved the world into 
a new post-cold-war period. However, as Sad
dam Hussein in Iraq has violently proven, this 
new world order can be subject to greater in-
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stability as renegade dictators pursue their 
own agenda now that the type of containment 
of conflict governed by American-Soviet rival
ries is becoming removed, Kim 11-song is just 
as dangerous as Saddam Hussein in many of 
the same ways. In fact, they're probably more 
dangerous. North Korea is a more tightly con
trolled state, less dependent on international 
trade. I do not believe North Korea would 
make some of the same stupid strategic and 
tactical military mistakes made by Saddam 
Hussein. 

Our decision on the Mrazek amendment is 
also a test of our resolve. Passing this amend
ment, I believe, signals that we believe the 
North Korean threat has diminished even 
though it has not. It could serve in the worst 
case as green light to Kim that now is the time 
to take action, even military action, to attain 
his objectives in the south. And, with many of 
our forces still committed to the Persian Gulf, 
we are stretched thin to react. Unlike in the 
Persian Gulf, I doubt the Chinese and the So
viets would support U.N. action for South 
Korea. The Soviets promised never to repeat 
1950. Further, in his resignation speech, 
former Soviet Foreign Minister Shevardnadze 
warned the West of the growing strength of 
the hardliners in the Soviet Union and noted 
that his policy of supporting American and 
U.N. efforts in the gulf no longer represented 
the majority view of those in charge. In other 
words, U.N. action similar to what we saw in 
the Persian Gulf is doubtful should a crisis 
erupt in Korea. And, with Soviet aid diminish
ing, South Korea getting stronger both mili
tarily and economically, and North Korea un
able to keep up, time is not in Pyongyang's 
favor. 

However, even if North Korea does nothing, 
the removal of many United States forces and 
the capping of Army-ready ground forces-at 
20,000 by next year means we, and that in
cludes our South Korean allies, will not have 
the capability to withstand an attack-or the 
pressure-from the north. And, with many of 
our forces still in the gulf, we have few Ready 
Reserves and woefully insufficient transport 
capability to bolster our smaller contingent in 
Korea. 

The Mrazek amendment turns the United 
States forces in Korea into a trip-wire-a very 
costly one. There would be enough Americans 
in Korea to sustain very high casualties, yet 
not enough to really contain the north. From a 
security standpoint this is one of the worst sit
uations in which to be. 

We should know by now through many 
painful experiences that unilateral disar
mament does not work when confronting ag
gressive, repressive dictators. Similarly it will 
not work in Korea and, in fact, increases the 
possibilities of war and instability. Further
more, we should not be weakening our capa
bilities and hope that the North Koreans will 
follow suit. There is certainly no internal public 
pressure for them to do so. 

The United States is in Korea because it is 
in our own national interests to be there. The 
Korean Peninsula is a strategically located 
dagger pointed at Japan, one of our largest 
trading partners, the North Pacific, our mari
time backyard, and wedged between China 
and the Soviet Union. With South Korea itself 
having become a significant trading partner 

with us, our interests in keeping the Republic 
of Korea free have not changed since we went 
to war in 1950. 

There has been significant change in South 
Korea. Economic and political reforms that are 
unparalleled in the north. New trading relations 
with the Soviet Union and China. Renewed in
terest and growing acceptance of admitting 
Korea-both north and south-into the United 
Nations. Further, as Korea advances it is able 
and presently is addressing the burdensharing 
issue. Korea sent medical teams and transport 
aircraft to the Persian Gulf. Last year alone 
Korea increased its in-country support for Unit
ed States troops by 115 percent covering 
some local labor and local United States mili
tary construction costs. The Koreans will pay 
1 00 percent of the costs associated with mov
ing our headquarters out of Seoul to a more 
suitable site in Korea. Yes, more needs to be 
done by the Koreans and I know that the Pen
tagon is negotiating right now on this very 
subject. 

I look forward to the day when what is 
called for in an amendment like Mr. MRAZEK's 
is timely and helpful. However, today is not 
that day. The ball is in North Korea's court to 
make the kind of military, political, and eco
nomic changes-real changes and actions, 
not cosmetic ones designed to woo public 
opinion in the south and the United States
that will facilitate force reductions on the Ko
rean Peninsula. We've fought a war costing 
millions of Korean and American lives to pro
tect freedom, liberty, and democracy in Korea. 
We cannot gamble the sacrifices and freedom, 
liberty and South Korea away on the naive 
wish that North Korea will be accommodat
ing-especially since the north through its ac
tions is showing just the opposite. 

We had a war in Korea in the 1950's 
caused, at least in part, by signals from the 
United States. Let us not do it again. 

This amendment strikes at the long, solid 
United States-South Korean relationship. 
South Korea is a strategic interest of the Unit
ed States, not to mention an important trading 
partner. This amendment jeopardizes that re
lationship and the gains we have made. I very 
strongly urge my colleagues to reject this dan
gerous amendment. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
cox of Illinois). The gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. KASICH] is recognized for 1 
minute. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I am so 
disappointed, first of all, that my col
league from Massachusetts has left the 
floor. I want to say to him and the gen
tleman from New York that this idea 
that we ought to be passing amend
ments that put together what can only 
be defined as illusory savings at a time 
when we have a man who is actively 
developing nuclear weapons, who is 
building his conventional capability, 
where we have a 24-hour warning time 
on the Korean peninsula, and we sit 
here and talk about burden sharing; it 
is beyond my understanding. 

If there is any message that this Con
gress ought to send in light of the con
tradictory message that we sent Sad-

dam Hussein, it is that we ought to be 
very, very clear that the world stands 
united and unflinching in regard to a 
guy like Kim Il-song. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KASICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. SOLARZ. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to make one 
very important point. We only get a 
saving of $1.5 billion if all of these 
troops are actually demobilized. If the 
are redeployed elsewhere, as they prob
ably will be, we save nothing. 

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. SKELTON]. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, we 
live internationally in a world of sig
nals. Back in 1950, in a speech given by 
Dean Acheson stating the area of influ
ence of the United States, it evidently 
left out the peninsula of Korea. North 
Korea felt free to go south. 

Back in 1939, this Congress of the 
United States did not fund moneys for 
the Guam Harbor rehabilitation and 
construction there, and Japan was en
co~raged-it gave them a signal that 
we would not defend our interests in 
the Pacific. Consequently, World War 
II was on its way. 

Last year, the administration an
nounced that it would reduce the 
present force by 7,000 over a 3-year 
term. I think that that is enough. If we 
pass this amendment, it is sending a 
signal from the people of the United 
States that our interests are not there 
in Korea, in South Korea. We recently 
fought a war against a Third World 
despot because he thought we would 
not respond to his aggression against 
Kuwait. 

We must reject this amendment. 
Mr. MRAZEK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself the balance of my time. 
Mr. Chairman, on this final 30 sec

onds I would simply suggest to my col
leagues that Kim Il-song got a signal 
all right, he got a signal when the Iraqi 
air force was wiped out on the ground, 
he got a signal when the super-hard
ened bunkers of Saddam Hussein were 
destroyed by smart bombs, he got a 
real good signal. 

Now, we have a chance to start sav
ing some real money here because just 
as President Bush has called for remov
ing those 7,000 troops, which he is re
ducing on the Korean Peninsula, in the 
force structure there we call for the 
same thing, a reduction in the force 
structure of 2,000 a year over 3 years, 
$1.5 billion savings and $1 billion a year 
after that. 

I submit to you that the American 
people fully recognize that we have 
some new national security interests 
here at home. Let us start addressing 
them. 

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 
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Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the com

mittee, I would like to express our 
views again. The committee has not 
been one of those that have opposed 
every burden-sharing amendment. 
Three out of the five the committee 
has accepted and supported. Two of 
them we opposed. For those who men
tioned this side of the aisle against 
that side of the aisle, that has not been 
the case in the committee. The com
mittee, composed of both Democrats 
and Republicans, have supported three 
of the five amendments and opposed 
two. 

We oppose the Mrazek amendment; 
we think it is irresponsible; it does not 
protect the remaining troops that re
main in the demilitarized zone area. 
We believe firmly that everyone should 
recognize the committee has studied 
this area, they have heard testimony, 
and we believe it is a bad amendment 
that should be denied for the protec
tion of American security as well as 
those young men and women of the 
20th Infantry mechanized regiment, 
which I once served in, who serve along 
that line, who need our help and sup
port. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. All 
time has expired 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. MRAZEK]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. MRAZEK. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote .was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 143, noes 275, 
not voting 12, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Applegate 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Beilenson 
Bereuter 
Bonier 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Cardin 
Carper 
Clay 
Collins (!L) 
Collins (Ml) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Costello 
Cox (!L) 
Crane 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Ding ell 
Dixon 

[Roll No. 103] 
AYES--143 

Donnelly 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Engel 
Espy 
Evans 
Flake 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Guarini 
Hall (OH) 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefley 
Hertel 
Hochbrueckner 
Hubbard 
Jacobs 
Johnson (SO) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 

Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
Lehman (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McDermott 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (OH) 
Min eta 
Mink 
Moody 
Moran 
Mrazek 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal(MA) 
Nowak 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 

Payne (NJ) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Pickle 
Porter 
Poshard 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Rohrabacher 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 

Ackerman 
Alexander 
Allard 
Andrews (NJ) 
Anthony 
Archer 
Armey 
As pin 
Bacchus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barnard 
Barrett 
Bateman 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbra.y 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Browder 
Brown 
Bunning 
Burton 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (CO) 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Combest 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Davis 
de la Garza 
DeLay 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Dwyer 
Edwards (OK) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
English 
Erdreich 
Fascell 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fields 
Fish 
Franks (CT) 
Frost 
Gallegly 

Sangmeister 
Savage 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sikorski 
Slaughter (NY) 
Smith (FL) 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Torres 
Towns 

NOES--275 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grandy 
Green 
Gunderson 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hatcher 
Hefner 
Henry 
Herger 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Horn 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
James 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Jones (NC) 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennelly 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lent 
Levin (Ml) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowery (CA) 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Machtley 
Manton 
Marlenee 
Martin 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCollum 

Traficant 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Vento 
Washington 
Waters 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 

McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillan (NC) 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller (WA) 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Morrison 
Murtha 
Myers 
Neal (NC) 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Oakar 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Patterson 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Reed 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Roe 
Roemer 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 

Slaughter (VA) 
Smith (!A) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 

Barton 
Foglietta 
Gephardt 
Gradison 

Sundquist 
Swett 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor(MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thoma.S (CA) 
Thomas (GA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Thornton 
Upton 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Visclosky 

Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Waxman 
Weber 
Weldon 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-12 
Gray 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Jefferson 

D 1745 

Lehman (FL) 
Murphy 
Rogers 
Torricelli 

Mrs. BENTLEY changed her vote 
from "aye" to "no." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 

strong support of the drug interdiction provi
sions in H.R. 2100, National Defense Author
ization Act for fiscal years 1992 and 1993. As 
reported, H.R. 2100 authorizes a total of $1.1 
billion in fiscal year 1992 for drug interdiction 
activities of the U.S. military, $25 million less 
than the administration's request. To fund con
gressional priorities in DOD's drug interdiction 
activities, including the addition of $40 million 
for law enforcement support not requested by 
the administration, the Committee on Armed 
Services made a number of reductions in ad
ministrative overhead and eliminated some 
programs that do not materially affect the de
partment's drug interdiction mission. 

As chairman of the Select Committee on 
Narcotics Abuse and Control, I have long 
maintained that the illicit narcotics trade is a 
serious threat to our national security. I am 
pleased that the Department of Defense now 
clearly recognizes that the drug problem in the 
United States is a national security issue and 
has embraced the responsibilities the Con
gress has assigned to it in support of our 
antinarcotics efforts. I commend the Armed 
Services Committee for delineating the DOD's 
antidrug missions in statute, for insisting on an 
active DOD role in support of the war on 
drugs, and· for authorizing the resources for 
DOD to carry out its job. 

I agree with the statement of the Armed 
Services Committee that, 

Whereas air-borne drug smugglers pre
viously penetrated our borders with impu
nity, they are now being forced to land and 
off-load their drugs further and further from 
our homeland. Representatives of law en
forcement agencies say DOD support is bet
ter now than it has ever been, and there is 
real synchronization of efforts among all 
participating agencies. 

In fiscal year 1990, DOD did not spend $40 
million which had been authorized for law en
forcement support. Although Congress pro
vided $50 million for such support for 1991 
and, at the request of DOD, clarified ambigu
ities in the law with respect to the use of such 
funds, DOD did not request any funding for 
law enforcement support activities for 1992. 

The budget request also includes $154.4 
million for the National Guard in support of 
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State plans. State National Guards assist local 
law enforcement by aerial and ground surveil
lance, marijuana eradication, transportation of 
law enforcement personnel, and cargo, con
tainer and vehicle searches at land and sea 
ports of entry. The real battle against crime in 
this country is fought by State and local law 
enforcement agencies which conduct over 90 
percent of the law enforcement activity in our 
Nation. Much of this crime is a result of our 
national drug problem. I fully support the re
quest for National Guard support of State and 
local antidrug enforcement as an investment in 
reducing drugs and crime. 

America's military services are making an 
important contribution to the war against 
drugs. The funds contained in H.R. 2100 will 
allow these activities to progress on schedule. 
For this reason I strongly support their inclu
sion with H.R. 2100. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to announce to the members of the 
committee that we have just had our 
last legislative vote for the day. I 
would like to enter into a colloquy 
with the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
DICKINSON] about the future schedule 
with regard to the DOD bill. I would 
like to state, with the approval of the 
gentleman from Alabama, what we 
thought we would do tonight is have 
some colloquies. We have some col
loquies that are a very important part 
of the legislative process that we would 
like to do tonight. After we complete 
that, we would have completed all busi
ness on the DOD bill tonight. 

Tomorrow we will come in at 10 
o'clock and finish the DOD bill. What 
we have remaining after tonight are 
some amendments from individual 
Members, most of which will be offered 
en bloc tomorrow. Six of them have not 
been worked out to be part of the en 
bloc amendments. They will be voted 
on, after 5 minutes of time on each 
side. We will have 5 minutes on each 
side on each of six amendments, and 
cluster the votes at the end. When we 
finish the votes on those, we will vote 
on the en bloc amendments, and then 
be finished with the DOD bill. 

0 1750 
Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. ASPIN. I yield to the gentleman 

from Alabama. 
Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, the 

gentleman has explained the situation 
as I understand it, and of course the en 
bloc amendments will be presented as a 
group because they are all agreed to, so 
there is no reason to vote on that. 

So, as the gentleman has outlined 
the agenda, what would be his estimate 
as to the amount of time it would take 
and when we might finish the DOD bill 
tomorrow? 

Mr. ASPIN. I think we will finish the 
DOD bill sometime tomorrow about 1 
o'clock. 

Then, of course, we have other busi
ness, which includes the approval of 
the conference report on the budget 

and a few other things for tomorrow as 
well. So after the DOD bill we still 
have other business. 

Mr. DICKINSON. But by coming in at 
10, it would be the gentleman's best 
judgment that we will conclude it in 3 
hours on the floor anyway? 

Mr. ASPIN. The gentleman is cor
rect. 

Mr. DICKINSON. I want to tell the 
gentleman, Mr. Chairman, that I appre
ciate him working with us. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word, and I ask unani
mous consent that I may proceed for 
an additional 15 minutes because we 
have a number of colloquies to go 
through, if I may ask the indulgence of 
the House. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
Cox of Illinois). Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Wis
consin? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. A SPIN. Mr. Chairman, for the 

first colloquy, I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. MAVROULES]. 

Mr. MA VROULES. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to make an inquiry as to 
the meaning of a particular section of 
language in the report. It is my under
standing that section 213 of the bill au
thorizes $857.5 million for joint tactical 
missile defense. The language further 
states that the committee intends that 
up to $20 million of these funds be 
made available for additional improve
ments in Patriot missiles and Patriot 
deployabili ty. 

It is my understanding that the $20 
million is additional Patriot funding 
and is in addition to those funds in the 
$857.5 million which are already identi
fied for Patriot upgrades. 

Is that correct? 
Mr. ASPIN. Yes, the gentleman from 

Massachusetts is correct in the way he 
has described the situation. 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
SKELTON] for the purpose of a colloquy. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, it is 
clear that the defense procurement 
budget will be significantly reduced in 
real terms over the next decade. The 
survival of a great number of small 
firms that act as vendors to the De
partment of Defense or as subcontrac
tors to the major Department of De
fense prime contractors is a very seri
ous issue that must be addressed. At 
the same time, the need for additional 
small firms to qualify as defense sup
pliers is not being met. 

Congress and the Department of De
fense must play a direct role in bolster
ing the current and potential domestic 
defense small firm supplier base. It can 
do so by supporting the manufacturing 
technology development and deploy
ment programs of the National Center 
for Manufacturing Sciences [NCMS]. A 
nine point strategic manufacturing 

technology initiative has been 
launched by the National Center for 
Manufacturing Sciences that will 
strengthen and expand the infrastruc
ture for the domestic defense sub
contractor base. This bill incorporates 
many aspects of the NCMS and its ef
forts be supported. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, my col
league on the Armed Services Commit
tee can be assured that the committee 
is cognizant of the importance of the 
small manufacturing business base 
that provides support to our national 
defense. The committee continues to 
strongly support the activities of the 
NCMS, and the committee report indi
cates that the committee is in general 
agreement with the NCMS fiscal year 
1992 plan and suggests that NCMS con
tinues to work with the Department of 
Defense to achieve those objectives. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, one 
problem for small businesses that uti
lize or would like to learn state-of-the
art manufacturing technology at a 
teaching facility is that they are un
able to win contracts for spare parts or 
manufactured goods which could ordi
narily be set aside for small businesses 
because the Department of Defense 
feels it does not have the authority to 
make such awards. 

Does the chairman agree that the 
House Armed Service Committee ini
tiatives in manufacturing technology 
support the NCMS's continued efforts 
to work with the Department of De
fense and small businesses to provide 
more opportunities for small manufac
turing businesses while helping these 
teaching facilities? 

And further, does the chairman agree 
that it is vitally important that the 
Department of Defense should continue 
to work with small businesses and the 
NCMS teaching factory network to ex
plore methods by which the Govern
ment can support the education and 
training of these businesses while in
creasing our supplier base. 

Mr. ASPIN. That is correct. I agree 
that the manufacturing technology ini
tiatives that were recommended by the 
committee can work to those ends and 
believe that the committee should 
work toward removing the obstacles 
that prevent small businesses from par
ticipating in the Department of De
fense contracting process. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the distinguished chairman of 
the Armed Services Committee for his 
continuing support. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. Chairman, I would now like to 
engage in a colloquy with the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. RAY]. 

I understand that the Environmental 
Restoration Panel held hearings on 
April 23 and 24, on the progress the De
partment of Defense is making in 
cleaning up contamination on military 
bases and contractor-related problems 
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in executing the DOD cleanup program. 
How did DOD assess its progress, and 
what are its major cleanup goals? 

Mr. RAY. Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tleman will yield I am glad to respond. 
The private sector is a key and nec
essary ingredient if we are ever to 
clean up environmental problems on 
DOD bases. In that respect, Secretary 
Tom Baca, the Deputy Assistant Sec
retary of Defense for Environment, 
stressed the need to find ways to: 
Shorten the cleanup process; make use 
of partial remediation to get results 
sooner, and emphasize the importance 
of cutting through the bureaucratic 
redtape that is bogging down the clean
ups at DOD bases. 

Secretary Baca also emphasizes that 
a business-as-usual approach to DOD 
cleanup would not permit the Depart
ment to achieve its goal of having all 
cleanup actions under way by the year 
2000. 

Mr. ASPIN. Did the contracting com
munity have ideas about how the De
partment could accomplish those 
goals? 

Mr. RAY. Mr. Chairman, the industry 
representatives made a number of sug
gestions to insure that qualified con
tractors were available for DOD clean
up work and to expedite the cleanup 
process. 

To their credit, they recognized the 
need for a risk-sharing approach that 
would provide a more equitable way to 
address the substantial liabilities asso
ciated with a high risk business like 
environmental cleanup. 

They were also concerned about the 
future availability of bonds, which are 
required by law for cleanup work, if 
statutory relief was not provided to 
limit the extent of future liability for 
the bonding companies. 

There also was general agreement 
that an integrated or turn-key or fast
track type of approach to environ
mental restoration-along the lines set 
forth in last year's base closure model 
program-is needed, necessary, and 
often appropriate. It has the potential 
for accelerating the pace of cleanup, 
and should be vigorously explored. I 
have talked at length with Secretary 
Baca regarding the merit of this ap
proach, and other contracting innova
tions, and I am assured that the De
partment is actively considering such 
incentives for rapid and cost-effective 
cleanup. 

The panel plans to hold addi tiona! 
hearings on the DOD cleanup program 
and will look into ways to improve 
DOD's management and to streamline 
the cleanup process. We will keep the 
committee fully informed regarding 
our findings and recommendations for 
policy guidance and legislative action. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. RAY], 
very much for his help on this issue, 
and I congratulate him for his leader
ship on the environmental panel. 

I 

Now, Mr. Chairman, for the purposes 
of a colloquy I yield to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER]. 

Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER. Mr. Chair
man, I would like to engage in a col
loquy with the distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Armed Services 
concerning applications of funding for 
the X-Ray Lithography Program. Mr. 
Chairman, is it true that the intent of 
the X-Ray Lithography Program was 
expanded in the committee's Defense 
authorization report to Congress to in
clude a wider range of applications of 
the x-ray lithography technology? 

Mr. ASPIN. That is correct. 
Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER. Mr. Chair

man, does the gentleman agree that x
ray lithography can also contribute to 
medical research and, in particular, the 
potential to do coronary angiography, 
and that some of the funds provided for 
the X-Ray Lithography Program were 
to pursue such research? 

Mr. A SPIN. I agree. 
Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER. I thank the 

distinguished chairman. 

D 1800 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. PA
NETTA] for a colloquy. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, taking note of the 
wide and strong support of the full 
House of Representatives for the 
amendment requiring the expeditious 
completion of studies preparatory to 
environmental restoration projects at 
military installations slated for clo
sure and designated as Superfund sites, 
I would ask the distinguished chairman 
of the Armed Services Committee to 
affirm the commitment of the House of 
Representatives to the amendment. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I share 
the gentleman's serious commitment 
to this important, noncontroversial, 
and urgent provision. While I believe 
that the other body will accept this 
amendment without· change, I can as
sure the gentleman that I would work 
very hard to protect the amendment in 
its present construction should that 
become necessary in conference. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I want 
the gentleman to know that I greatly 
appreciate his assurance, and I look 
forward to continuing to work closely 
with him on this and many other im
portant issues. 

Mr. ASPIN. I thank the gentleman 
for his help. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN] for a 
colloquy. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, the au
thorization increases DOD medical re
search by $91 million, directing the 
money for research into combat cas
ualty care, burn treatment and infec
tious disease research. However, the 
authorization does not identify with 
specificity potential areas of research. 

I would like to inquire if you consider 
the following research areas within 
those broad categories identified by the 
Defense authorization: 

COMBAT CASUALTY CARE 

First, research involving synthesis of 
bone material to replace fractured or 
shattered bones; 

Second, rehabilitative medicine in
cluding orthopedics and orthotics; 

Third, tissue regeneration and 
microsurgery techniques, involving 
limb reattachment; and 

Fourth, surgery support, such as .ab
sorbable plate and wound closure. 

BURN AND SHOCK TREATMENT 

First, research involving stabiliza
tion and treatment of burn and shock 
victims and the protection of the im
munity system; and 

Second, research to promote the de
velopment of optimum resuscitation 
fluids. 

INFECTIOUS DISEASE RESEARCH 

First, research involving parasitic, 
viral and bacterial infectious diseases; 
and 

Second, tropical diseases, such as 
malaria and schistosomiasis, as well as 
hepatitis and meningitis. 

Would these research areas cor
respond to the committee's concerns 
for combat casualty care, burn treat
ment and infectious disease research? 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to tell the gentleman and the 
House that my staff has had a chance· 
to review the list as proposed by the 
gentleman from Illinois, and we agree 
with him and believe that they would 
be covered as the gentleman has ex
plained. 

Mr. DURBIN. I thank the chairman. I 
am also concerned by legislative lan
guage which links eligibility for re
search grants under this authorization 
to institutions which have achieved 
"national recognition for work in the 
[research] field.'' This language should 
not, in any way, restrict those univer
sities and medical schools, though per
haps small or regional, which have, 
nevertheless, established a strong rep
utation for quality research in a given 
field. I · refer to schools such as 
Creighton University in Nebraska, 
Meharry Medical College in Nashville, 
Jefferson Medical College in Philadel
phia, Medical College of Wisconsin in 
Milwaukee, or Southern Illinois Uni
versity School of Medicine, Springfield. 

Is it fair to assume that eligibility 
can be established through citation of 
previously recognized work or publica
tions within a given field? 

Mr. ASPIN. The gentleman is cor
rect. I think that is a fair assumption. 

Mr. DURBIN. I thank the gentleman 
for clarifying these important issues. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for his time and his at
tention to these issues. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. ECKART] for a 
colloquy. 
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Mr. ECKART. Mr. Chairman, I would 

ask the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
ASPIN], the chairman of the committee, 
to engage in a colloquy on proposed 
cuts in reserve force structure. 

Mr. ASPIN. I will be happy to do so. 
Mr. ECKART. I thank the gentleman. 

As you are aware, I am very concerned 
about the Army's plan to inactivate a 
large number of Reserve and Guard 
units, including the 107th Armored 
Cavalry Regiment located in my State, 
I understand that H.R. 2100, as reported 
by the committee, will help to protect 
against the large-scale decimation of 
such units. 

Mr. ASPIN. The gentleman is cor
rect. The President's budget proposed a 
cut of 107,000 in Selected Reserve end 
strength in fiscal year 1992 alone, the 
bulk of that from the Army Reserve 
and Army National Guard. While the 
committee recognizes that some 
downsizing in the Reserve and Guard 
may be necessary as a part of the 25-
percent force structure reduction 
planned by mid-decade, the committee 
is opposed to the disproportionately 
large cuts in Selected Reserve end 
strength proposed by the administra
tion. H.R. 2100, therefore, restores two
thirds of the end strength reduction 
originally programmed for fiscal year 
1992. This end strength add-back will 
protect the Army Reserve and National 
Guard from the large-scale deacti va
tion of units that the President's budg
et envisioned. 

Mr. ECKART. I am very relieved to 
hear that the committee's action will 
protect and keep open a large number 
of units that would otherwise have 
been eliminated. I thank the chairman 
for his time and assistance in this mat
ter. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
WOLPE] for a colloquy. 

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
engage the gentleman in a brief col
loquy, regarding funding for the pro
curement technical assistance coopera
tive agreement program, also known as 
PTA. PTA, which provides matching 
funds for State and local procurement 
offices that assist small businesses in 
obtaining Federal contracts, is of great 
importance to my district, the State of 
Michigan, and the Northeast/Midwest 
region. 

In my home State, a $600,000 Federal 
contributon last year produced a State 
match of $1.3 million. That assistance 
helped secure $342 million in Federal 
contracts, which led to the creation of 
2,063 new jobs and the retention of 1,227 
jobs in Michigan. But Michigan is not 
the only State that has benefited from 
the PTA Program-indeed, many 
States have .aided their small business 
sectors by participating in PTA. It is 
my understanding that this program 
has been fully authorized in this year's 
defense authorization bill. 

Mr. ASPIN. That is right, I say to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WOLPE]. 
PTA has been fully authorized, at $9 
million for fiscal year 1992 and 1993. 
You are also correct in saying that 
while PROTACA has been very success
ful in Michigan, it has been equally 
successful throughout the country. The 
$10.6 million investment from the Fed
eral Government in 1990 helped to fund 
a total of 87 procurement offices na
tionwide, an investment which will 
yield over $1 billion in Federal con
tracts for small businesses, and will 
lead to the creation of tens of thou
sands of jobs. 

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, as co
chairman of the Northeast/Midwest co
alition, which is dedicated to preserv
ing our region's industrial base, I 
would like to thank the Armed Serv
ices Committee and its chairman for 
including this program in next year's 
defense authorization bill. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentlewoman from Kansas [Mrs. 
MEYERS]. 

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair
man, I would like to address the gen
tlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. BYRON] 
for the purpose of a colloquy. 

Mrs. BYRON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. A SPIN. I am happy to yield to 
the gentlewoman from Maryland. 

Mrs. BYRON. I am glad to engage in 
a colloquy with my colleague, the gen
tlewoman from Kansas. 

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. I thank the 
gentlewoman, and commend her efforts 
to adjust and refine military personnel 
programs in response to our experi
ences during Operation Desert Storm. 
The Persian Gulf Conflict Supple
mental Authorization and Personnel 
Benefits A:ct of 1991 was a masterful 
piece of legislation that provided many 
valuable benefits to our troops in the 
field. 

However, I am sure my colleague 
would agree that there are stiU many 
lessons to be learned from Operation 
Desert Storm, especially regarding 
military personnel policy and proce
dure as it relates to the family in a vol
untary military. I submitted an 
amendment that focused on the 
"Human Lessons of Desert Storm." My 
amendment would have required the 
Secretary of Defense to examine its ac
tivation and deployment policies con
cerning single parents, dual military 
couples, and professionals whose acti
vation would cause a severe hardship in 
their area, and report to Congress as to 
whether any policy changes should be 
made with regard to deploying or re
cruiting such personnel. More impor
tantly, it required DOD to provide Con
gress with the rationale as to why the 
policies should be what they are. I be
lieve it is essential that the Congress 
examine the many implications of the 
Desert Storm experience, evaluate a 
range of policy options, and work hand-

in-hand with the Department of De
fense to create new policy. 

I understand that the gentlewoman 
intends to conduct hearings on these 
important issues later this year, and I 
congratulate her leadership and fore
sight. I would like my colleague to 
know that I strongly endorse those 
hearings and would welcome the oppor
tunity to participate. 

Mrs. BYRON. I thank my colleague 
for her comments, and would confirm 
that her statement is absolutely cor
rect. The key to our stunning victory 
in the gulf was the quality force that 
we recruited and retained over the last 
decade. Our ability to maintain that 
force will to a large degree depend on 
our ability to translate Desert Storm 
lessons into practical policies that en
hance military readiness. The gentle
woman's plan for managing the Depart
ment's review of the people lessons of 
Desert Strom is a good one, and she 
can be sure that it will be a prominent 
part of the approach employed by the 
Subcommittee on Military Personnel 
and Compensation during hearings on 
the lessons learned this year. My col
league can be assured that her interest 
will be a welcome contribution to the 
hearings. 

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. I greatly 
appreciate the opportunity to discuss 
the gentlewoman's plans for addressing 
these critical issues, and will look 
foreward to the hearings. 

D 1810 
Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent for an additional 5 
minutes. 

'The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
cox of Illinois). Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Wis
consin? 

There was no objection. 
.Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 

tb.e gentleman from New Mexico [Mr. 
RICHARDSON] for the purpose of a col
loquy. 

.Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to engage the gentlewoman 
from Jl¥1aryland for the purpose of a col
loquy. 

Mrs. BYRON. I would be glad to enter 
into a colloquy with my colleague from 
New Mexico, Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tleman from Wisconsin will yield. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. I would like to 
first commend the distinguished chair
man of the Subcommittee on Military 
Personnel and Compensation for the 
excellent work her subcommittee has 
done to implement a fair reduction 
plan for our National Guard and Re
serve Forces. We all recognize that re
ductions to the Reserve Forces need to 
be made, but I had serious concerns 
about the manner in which the admin
istration wished to proceed in that re
gard with its "Quicksilver" plan. 

This is an area where action must be 
taken, but we must do so prudently to 
ensure that the National Guard can 

\ 



May 21, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 11655 
maintain its role in Federal and State 
affairs, and to minimize the economic 
impact of these cuts. I am pleased that 
under this proposal the Army National 
Guard in New Mexico will have the 
flexibility to redistribute positions in 
order to keep armories open. 

I am pleased the Armed Services 
Committee rejected the administra
tion's proposed 107,526 force reduction 
and in its place offered a more sensible 
and fair approach for reducing Reserve 
personnel. I want to thank my col
league, the gentlewoman from Mary
land, for working with me on this im
portant issue and appreciate her will
ingness to address my objections to the 
"Quicksilver" plan. 

Mrs. BYRON. I appreciate the kind 
remarks of my friend, the gentleman 
from New Mexico, and want to thank 
him for having taken an active interest 
in this matter. The gentleman is cor
rect, the Armed Services Committee 
significantly modified the administra
tion's request by reducing the fiscal 
year 1992 cut to Reserve Forces from 
107,526-a 9 percent cut below fiscal 
year 1991 levels-to 37,580-a 3 percent 
cut below fiscal year 1991 levels. This 
plan corrects the administration's dis
proportionately large, front-loaded 
cuts in the Selected Reserve and sets 
the Reserve Forces on a smoother glide 
path that will protect many valuable 
units from the budgeteer's ax. I hope 
this slower paced force reduction will 
receive the full support of my col
leagues. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to thank my friend and colleague 
for her comments. I appreciate her 
leadership on this issue and would like 
to commend the committee members 
for fashioning a fair reduction to Re
serve end strength. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. MAVROULES] for the purpose of a 
colloquy. 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Wisconsin 
for yielding, and I would like to join in 
a colloquy with the gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. SPRATT]. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman from Wisonsin will yield, I 
want to commend the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. MAVROULES] for his 
attempts to refine the maze of procure
ment ethics restrictions adopted over 
the years. I also want to raise an out
standing concern in this area which is 
of critical importance to the National 
Laboratory system operated by the De
partment of Energy. 

Recent testimony before the Inves
tigations Subcommittee highlighted 
the problem facing DOE labs and their 
ability to effectively utilize the skill 
and expertise of National Laboratory 
scientists within both the Department 
and the National Laboratories. It 
would be very unfortunate if the post
employment restrictions from previous 

laws which are about to go into effect 
would permanently impair the ability 
of these highly skilled scientists to 
contribute to the operation of the lab 
system through Government service. I 
urge the gentleman to remain sensitive 
to this unique problem facing DOE and 
work to accommodate these concerns 
wherever possible as legislation pro
ceeds. 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for raising an ex
cellent point. I agree with the gen
tleman that this is an important prob
lem for DOE and the National Labs. It 
also happens to be a problem for other 
specialized agencies, such as NIH, the 
Bureau of Standards, and others. Ac
cordingly, you can be assured that we 
will pay close attention to this ques
tion in any revision of procurement in
tegrity or post-employment laws. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
further to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts (Mr. MAVROULES]. 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, 
the gentleman from New Mexico [Mr. 
RICHARDSON] and I will be joining in a 
colloquy. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ASPIN. I yield to the gentleman 
from New Mexico. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to take this time to discuss 
briefly the issue of minority business 
participation in Department of Defense 
contracts. It had been my hope that 
this matter would be debated on the 
House floor during consideration of the 
Defense authorization bill. In fact, I 
submitted to the House Rules Commit
tee an amendment to section 1207 tore
quire the Defense Department to award 
5 percent of its contracts to minority
owned firms. 

I know many of my colleagues share 
my concerns about minority business 
participation in Defense contracts and, 
in fact, all Government contracts. It is 
fair to say that we still have a long 
way to go before the Government 
achieves its stated policy goal of ami
nority business participation rate of 5 
percent. I believe we will move closer 
to that participation rate by mandate 
rather than goal. By shifting the policy 
from a goal to mandate, the Federal 
Government will demonstrate its seri
ousness in promoting business oppor
tunity for minority-owned firms that 
have the resources to do business with 
the Federal Government. 

I want to thank the distinguished 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
MA VROULES] for his responsiveness on 
this issue and appreciate his willing
ness to see that it receives appropriate 
consideration under his chairmanship 
of the Armed Services Subcommittee 
on Investigations. Minority business 
participation in Government contract
ing plays a vital role in fostering 
entrepreneuralism for those in Amer-

ica who are unfairly denied other ave
nues of opportunity. 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, I 
appreciate the remarks of my col
league from New· Mexico and want to 
assure him that this issue will receive 
the full attention of my subcommittee. 
As the gentleman from New Mexico 
knows, I will be holding hearings in the 
Investigations Subcommittee in June 
on section 1207 and welcome his in
volvement on minority business par
ticipation in Defense contracts. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my friend from Massachusetts. 
As I indicated to him and others, my 
intention is not to hold up the Defense 
authorization bill. I thank him for his 
assurances that the issue of minority
owned firms doing business with the 
Government will be addressed fully and 
that we begin to do something in an 
area where results have been lacking. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent for an additional 2 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 

the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. MAVROULES]: 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to join in a colloquy with 
the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. 
WISE]. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ASPIN. I yield to the gentleman 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
gentleman from Massachusetts, [Mr. 
MAVROULES], the chairman of the In
vestigations Subcommittee, for joining 
me in a colloquy. 

If the gentleman will recall, at our 
request a study was called for through 
the conference report to accompany 
the National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 1991. This study, to 
be completed by the Department of De
fense by this coming Friday, May 31, 
directs the DOD .to study the creation 
of a mechanism to allow State and 
local law enforcement agencies to pur
chase small arms and other equipment 
by "piggybacking" onto DOD con
tracts, and their economies of scale. 

This idea-originally section 832 of 
H.R. 4739, the House bill last year-was 
taken out in conference pending the 
outcome of this review and report. The 
DOD is to report to both the House 
Armed Services and Government Oper
ations Committees on the idea's fea
sibility. 

Mr. MAVROULES. Yes, the gen
tleman is correct. This study is due to 
be submitted to us on behalf of the Sec
retary of Defense by this coming Fri
day. The DOD was charged with deter
mining if this idea is feasible and, if so, 
how it would be implemented. It was 
taken out in conference to allow fur-
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ther time to study it to see if it was in
deed possible and advisable. 

Mr. WISE. Inasmuch as we are con
sidering the fiscal year 1992-93 Defense 
Authorization Act this week and the 
study has not been submitted by the 
DOD as of yet, would it be the intent of 
the gentleman to follow up on the re
sults of the study and implementation 
plan in separate legislation later in the 
year? 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, it 
would be my intent to revisit this issue 
at an appropriate time, not too distant 
in the future, to move to implement 
the program if it is determined to be 
feasible. The idea appears to have some 
merit, and we want to make sure that 
the DOD is giving it careful thought 
and study. I know that the GAO is 
monitoring the DOD's study, and I 
hope that I can report shortly to my 
friend from West Virginia that this 
idea is worth pursuing on the legisla
tive front. 

0 1820 
Mr. CHANDLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup

port of the Dickinson amendment in the form 
of a substitute to H.R. 2100. As we continue 
to reassess the role of the United States in the 
post-cold war era, it is critical that we continue 
to ensure its security. The President's Depart
ment of Defense budget as embodied in the 
Dickinson amendment clearly provides the 
best comprehensive strategy for meeting this 
challenge during these changing times. 

The recent events in the Persian Gulf have 
had a significant effect on this year's debate 
on the Defense authorization bill and rightly 
so. The coordinated, massive attack by United 
States and allied forces dramatically influ
enced the outcome of the war. The facts are 
in, Mr. Chairman, and the military experts all 
agree, the war with Iraq was decided in the 
first few hours of engagement. Without a 
doubt, the decisive victory in the gulf dem
onstrated that preparedness enhanced by a 
superior technological base wins wars and 
saves lives. 

The President's budget highlights the 8-2 
as a key component of our future force. Both 
Secretary Cheney and Gen. Colin Powell have 
testified to the significance of the 8-2 in com
pleting the later stages of stealth technology. 
In the gulf conflict, stealth fighters flew over 40 
percent of the combat sorties during the first 
day of conflict even though it comprised only 
5 percent of the total force. It is clear that 
stealth technology played a vital role in this 
conflict, and will continue to be critical in de
terring future acts of aggression. 

My only concern with the Dickinson amend
ment is the proposal to reshape Active and 
Reserve personnel. We have all acknowl
edged that the current world situation permits 
reductions in our military forces. I have contin
ued to support this realignment, while rec
ognizing that our troops must continue to be 
highly trained and responsive. For this reason, 
I have reservations with the administration's 
proposal for a 1 :1 drawdown of Active Duty 
Forces compared to Guard and Reserve 
Forces. I firmly believe that this Nation's 
guardsmen and reservists were critical to the 

success in the gulf conflict. For this reason, I 
believe that the committee recommendation of 
a 4:1 drawdown of Active · personnel to Re
serve personnel better serves the overall pre
paredness of our military, which ultimately is in 
the best interest of our national security. 

My hope is that our Nation will never again 
be faced with a decision to go to war. Yet, if 
such circumstances arise that require us to 
send our men and women into battle, 
shouldn't we give them the best technology, 
the best equipment, and the best training our 
Nation can provide. In doing so we assure 
their safe return to their families. The pro
grams supported in the President's defense 
budget provides the greatest assurance. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Massachusetts, 
[Mr. MAVROULES] the gentlewoman 
from Maryland [Mrs. BYRON], and all 
the other members who have partici
pated in the colloquys, and I yield the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, I move that the Com
mittee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. 
SKAGGS] having assumed the chair, Mr. 
cox of Illinois. Chairman of the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H.R. 2100) to authorize appro
priations for fiscal years 1992 and 1993 
for military functions of the Depart
ment of Defense and to prescribe mili
tary personnel levels for fiscal years 
1992 and 1993, and for other purposes, 
had come to no resolution thereon. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, on May 20 I 

was unavoidably absent during regular House 
business. 

Had I been present, I would have voted 
"nay" on the following rollcall votes: 

Rollcall No. 1 00. 
Rollcall No. 1 01 . 
Rollcall No. 1 03. 

PERMISSION TO FILE CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2251, 
DIRE EMERGENCY SUPPLE
MENTAL APPROPRIATIONS FROM 
CONTRIBUTIONS OF FOREIGN 
GOVERNMENTS AND/OR INTER
EST FOR HUMANITARIAN AS
SISTANCE TO REFUGEES AND 
DISPLACED PERSONS IN AND 
AROUND IRAQ AS A RESULT OF 
THE RECENT INVASION OF KU
WAIT AND FOR PEACEKEEPING 
ACTIVITIES AND OTHER URGENT 
NEEDS ACT OF 1991 
Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the managers 
may have until midnight tonight to 
file a privileged conference report to 
accompany the bill (H.R. 2251) making 
dire emergency supplemental appro
priations from contributions of foreign 
governments and/or interest for hu-

mani tarian assistance to refugees and 
displaced persons in and around I:rruq as 
a result of the r.ecent invasion of Ku
wait and for peacekeeping activities, 
and for other urgent needs for the fis
cal year ending September 30, 1991, arrd 
for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

WAIVING ALL POINTS OF ORDER 
AGAINST CONFERENCE REPORT 
ON HOUSE CONCURRENT RESO
LUTION 121, CONCURRENT RESO
LUTION ON THE BUDGET FISCAL 
YEAR 1991 
Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee 

on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
CRept. No. 102-70) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 157) waiving all points of order 
against the conference report on the 
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 121) 
revising the Congressional Budget for 
the United States Government for the 
fiscal y:ear .1991 and setting forth the 
Congressional Budget for the U.S. Gov
ernment for the fiscal years 1'992, 1993, 
1994, 1995, and 1996, and aga.in:st the con
sideration or 'Such conference report, 
which was :veferred to the House Cal
endar and ordered to be printed. 

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON GOVERNMENT ACTIVITIES 
AND TRANSPORTATION OF COM
MITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPER
ATIONS TO SIT TOMORROW, MAY 
22, 1991, DURING 5-MINUTE RULE 
Mrs. BOXER, Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on Government Activities 
and Transportation of the Committee 
on Government Operations be per
mitted to sit on May 22, 1991, while the 
House is proceeding under the 5-minute 
rule. 

Mr. Speaker, the minority has agreed 
to this request. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SKAGGS). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentlewoman from Califor
nia? 

There was no objection. 

EXPRESSING THE PROFOUND RE
GRET OF CONGRESS REGARDING 
ASSASSINATION OF RAJIV GAN
DHI OF INDIA 
Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the concurrent resolu
tion (H. Con. Res. 155) expressing the 
profound regret of the Congress regard
ing the assassination of Rajiv Gandhi 
of India. 

The Clerk read the title of the con
current resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from New York? 
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Mr. BROOMFIELD. Resernmg the 

right to object, Mr. Speaker, I do so to 
afford the gentleman from New York, 
the chainnan of the Subcommittee on 
Asian and Pacific Affairs. of the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs an oppor
tunity to explain this resolution, and I 
y'ield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
a great sense of regret that I have 
asked unanimous consent to call up 
this resolution. I truly wish that there 
had been no need to do so, but a little 
bit earlier today we received the news 
that Rajiv Gandhi, the leader of the 
Congress (I) Party and the former 
Prime Minister of India had been bru
tally killed in a bomb explosion which 
took place as he was emerging from a 
car in his campaign cavalcade 25 miles 
south of Madras. 

Rajiv Gandhi, Mr. Speaker, was a 
friend of mine. I met with him on many 
occasions, both here in the United 
States and in India itself. He was a 
good man. He was a decent man. But 
above all, Mr. Speaker, he was a coura
geous man. He knew that following the 
tragic assassination several years ago 
of his mother, who was then serving as 
Prime Minister of India, that he was 
probably a marked man, and by virtue 
of his commitment to public service he 
enormously increased his personal vul
nerability to those who were deter
mined to do him in. Yet his commit
ment to democracy, his commitment 
to the welfare and well-being of his 
people, led him to make the decision 
that, instead of enjoying the life of lei
sure and perhaps even 1 uxury which 
could have been his, he should devote 
his days and his energies and his life to 
the welfare and well-being of his own 
people. 

The bomb that went off in South 
India earlier today was a bomb in
tended to explode democracy in India 
itself. It is entirely possible that this 
dastardly deed may have brought the 
leading political dynasty in South Asia 
to an end, but I have every confidence 
that it will not bring the cause of de
mocracy in India to an end. 

Over the course of the last four dec
ades, democracy has sunk deep and, 
hopefully, enduring roots in the soil of 
India. It is now by far the most popu
lous democracy in the world, and the 
people of that country are determined 
to preserve their opportunity to deter
mine their own destiny. 

Leaders come and go, but systems of 
government endure. 

What I think, Mr. Speaker, makes 
this assassination a particularly das
tardly deed, indeed a desecration of de
mocracy, is the fact that it came right 
in the middle of the current election 
campaign in India, while-unlike our 
country where people vote on one day 
alone-people vote on three different 
days staggered over a period of about 1 
week. The first day of balloting had al
ready taken place. The next day of bal-

loting is only 2 days from now. The last 
day of balloting will be 3 days later. 
And in the midst of the actual election 
its.elf, as Rajiv Gandhi was carrying his 
message to the people of India, his as
sassins, struck him down. 

So this resolution expresses the con
dolences of the House to Mr. Gandhi's 
family and to the people of India itself 
who have suffered grievously as a con
sequence of this brutal murder. 

01830 

After Rajiv Gandhi's mother was 
killed several years ago, there was a 
tragic round of communal rioting in 
which thousands of Indians lost their 
lives. I very much hope, Mr. Speaker, 
that the death of her son will not 
produce the same kind of blacklash or 
response once again. 

I trust that the Government, deter
mined to prevent such outrages, will 
take whatever steps may be necessary 
to prevent them from taking place. 

So I very much hope that the House 
will adopt this resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, a little bit earlier 
today, in what I think may well have 
been an unprecedented gesture, we rose 
in a minute of silence called for by the 
very distinguished minority whip of 
the House, in what I thought was a 
very moving and deeply appropriate 
gesture. I believe, Mr. Speaker, that 
the adoption of this resolution as well 
will be a reminder to the people of 
India that we here in the United 
States, the world's most powerful de
mocracy, have a very special sense of 
kinship and affection for those in the 
world's most populous democracy. 

During the course of his years as 
Prime Minister, the relationship be
tween India and the United States 
flourished. We did not always agree 
with Rajiv Gandhi's policies or posi
tions, but he was very much committed 
to an improvement in Indo-American 
relations, and in fact they did improve 
during his years in office. 

Today the current state of our rela
tionship is in no small measure due to 
his efforts to strengthen the ties 
beween New Delhi and Washington. 

So we say goodbye to a friend, we say 
goodbye to a great political leader, and 
we say goodbye to a man who shared 
our own deep commitment to the fun
damental and enduring principle that 
all men and women, whereever they 
may be, no matter how poor they may 
be, have the right and the capacity to 
determine their own destiny through 
the establishment of truly democratic 
systems of government. 

Rajiv Gandhi is not the first martyr 
to the cause of democracy; he will sure
ly not be the last. But let his life and 
his legacy be an inspiration to all those 
who share his deep commitment to the 
cause of democratic government. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 
under my reservation I want to join 

the gentleman from New York in ex
pressing great sadness that we learned 
of the assassination of former Indian 
Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi. It is a 
tragedy for the Gandhi family-which 
has suffered twice at the hands of as
sassins in the last 7 years-a tragedy 
for the people of India, and a tragedy 
for all of us who believe in democratic 
process. 

The history of democratic, independ
ent India, and the Nehru-Gandhi family 
has been closely intertwined for the 
past half century. Rajiv Gandhi fol
lowed in the great tradition of leader
ship and service to his country that 
had been established by his grandfather 
and his mother, Indira Gandhi. He 
served as India's Prime Minister from 
1984-89 with distinction. He was seek
ing the opportunity again to serve in 
that capacity when he was killed 
today. Raji v Gandhi was a brave and 
exceptional public servant, and his loss 
will truly be felt. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge support of this 
resolution expressing the Congress' 
profound regret on the assassination, 
and offering our sympathy to the peo
ple of India, and to the Gandhi family. 

I also wish to thank my friend Chair
man F ASCELL of the Foreign Affairs 
Committee, and Congressman SOLARZ 
and Congressman LEACH, the chairman 
and the ranking Republican of the Asia 
Subcommittee for bringing this resolu
tion before us in a timely manner. We 
in this country have experienced assas
sinations and know that the road to de
mocracy is not necessarily smooth and 
straight. As we have, I know that In
dia's democracy will pass through this 
time of trial and continue to flourish 
despite this great tragedy. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the distin
guished gentlewoman from California 
[Mrs. BOXER]. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding, and I want the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. BROOMFIELD] and 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. So
LARZ] to know that they speak for the 
whole House. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 
under my reservation of objection, I 
yield to the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. GILMAN]. 

Mr. GILMAN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the 
gentleman from New York, the distin
guished chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Asian and Pacific Affairs of the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, along 
with the ranking member of the sub
committee, the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. LEACH] for bringing the resolution 
to the floor at this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of the Solarz Raji v Gandhi memorial 
res.olution and to express my outrage, 
shock and horror with regard to to
day's tragic assassination of the former 
prime minister of India, Rajiv Gandhi. 



11658 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE May 21, 1991 
This wanton act of terrorism took 

place at an election rally as Rajiv Gan
dhi was attempting a political come
back. It is even more tragic to note 
that the former prime minister was one 
of some 185 innocent Indians who were 
killed in election-related violence since 
the polls opened this past Monday. 

Mr. Speaker, ironically, Rajiv Gandhi 
had no desire to follow in the footsteps 
of his sainted grandfather, Prime Min
ister Jawaharlal Nehru, or his mother, 
Prime Minister Indira Gandhi. His in
terest in public service came about 
only after appeals from his mother and 
his party in the wake of the 1981 death 
of his brother, Sanjay, in a plane crash. 

Although Sanjay was being groomed 
for eventual leadership, it was Rajiv 
Gandhi who was able to rally his na
tion in the wake of his own mother's 
assassination. He will always be re
membered as the personification of the 
individual called to service by events 
out of his control, and it is doubly 
tragic that he was lost in this manner. 

Rajiv Gandhi is survived by his Ital
ian-born wife, Sonia, a son and a 
daughter. The world shares their loss, 
for a brutal assassination such as this 
has no place in the annals of decency. 

The Indian people-in fact, the cause 
of democracy throughout the entire 
world-has sustained a stunning loss 
with the death of Rajiv Gandhi. 

We all hope and pray that this trag
edy will not encourage further blood
shed and will not weaken or erode the 
long, strong tradition of democratic 
government in India. 

Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, I urge sup
port of the Solarz amendment. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 
under my reservation I yield to the dis
tinguished gentleman from California 
[Mr. DYMALLY], chairman of the Sub
committee on Africa of the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

Mr. DYMALLY. I thank my good 
friend from Michigan for yielding to 
me to join with my colleagues and the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Asian and Pacific Affairs, the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLARZ] in 
expressing my deep sympathy to his 
family and the people of India. Mr. 
Speaker, It was my good fortune to be 
in India the day Mr. Gandhi was sworn 
into the House in the Indian Par
liament. 

The night before, he was cohost of a 
reception for me. Out of those two 
meetings, I got to know him very well. 

Of all the people I have met in my 
travels, certainly not as much as my 
friend from New York, Mr. SOLARZ, no 
one impressed me as much with his hu
mility, his modesty, his attentiveness 
to the words you spoke to him and his 
gentle manner. . 

Mr. Speaker, he was a gentleman, 
very soft spoken, very cultured, a very 
polite man. 

I just want to cite one personal expe
rience with him to illustrate the sort 

of person he was, one who gave per
sonal attention to issues on which he 
felt very strongly. 

He chaired the African Fund, which 
came out of the nonaligned movement. 
And a friend of mine, the chairman of 
the Committee for Free Africa, was 
raising money for the children of 
southern Africa and wanted to meet 
Mr. Gandhi. 

0 1840 
He was in southern France, my friend 

is from Los Angeles. He was visiting 
southern France. I sent a fax message 
to Mr. Gandhi. He got the Indian Em
bassy in France to locate this gen
tleman and had him flown to New 
Delhi, met with him to discuss his in
terest in Africa's children. And when 
he came to Washington, again, he fol
lowed that up, that interest up with 
another meeting. It was the kind of 
personal attention he gave to people 
for whom he cared so very much. 

It is a tragic loss, not only for India 
but for democracy and for people 
around the world. 

As Mr. SOLARZ has stated, from time 
to time we have differences with India, 
but these things are natural. We have 
differences with our best friends. But 
he brought us closer together. His his
toric appearance in this House left ev
eryone with a very good feeling about 
the future relationship between the 
United States and India and the future 
of India, indeed. 

It is indeed sad that a man who be
lieved so much in nonviolence was 
taken away by violence.· I hope, Mr. 
Speaker, that this tragic loss which 
India has just suffered would at least 
give pause for reflection and the people 
of India would begin to recognize that 
they have to begin to reconcile their 
differences through the ballot box and 
not through the bullet. 

I hope that his loss will be a signal 
for a new democracy, a new reconcili
ation in India. 

I join with my colleagues in express
ing my deep sympathy to his family 
and the people of India. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 
under my reservation, I yield to the 
distinguished gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. LEACH], the vice chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Asian and Pacific Af
fairs. 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding time to me. I 
would also like to thank the distin
guished chairman of the subcommittee, 
as well as the chairman of the full com
mittee, the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. F ASCELL] and the ranking minor
ity member, the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. BROOMFIELD] for moving 
this very appropriate resolution honor
ing the life and expressing outrage at 
the death of one of the greatest demo
cratic leaders of the world, Rajiv Gan
dhi. 

No one in the United States or 
around the world can be anything but 
appalled, shocked, and deeply saddened 
by the brutal assassination of Rajiv 
Gandhi. In one sense, the murder of the 
former Prime Minister is not only a 
blow to an individual and his great 
country, it is also an attack on the rich 
fabric of democracy itself, an attack I 
am confident the people and institu
tions of India can overcome. But in a 
larger sense, Gandhi's assassination is 
a graphic reminder to all of us that 
even as we celebrate the new paradigm 
shift in international relations toward 
the classically liberal vision of a peace
ful world order based upon free peoples, 
free markets, and collective security, 
other darker, more malignant forces 
are at work in the world threatening 
the fragmentation of the new world 
order and with it the vitality and 
health of the great liberal democracies. 

Assassins must understand that at
tempting to influence events through 
terrorism does not simply rub out 
human life; it stabs society's soul. 

In a philosophical context, the sense
less act of violence is a blasphemous 
repudiation of the timeless teachings 
of Mahatma Gandhi. He coined the 
term Satyagraha, meaning vindication 
of truth, not by inflicting suffering on 
others but through nonviolent and pa
tient self-suffering. I can think of no 
more profound message for India and 
the world today than to reflect upon 
Gandhi's message that nonviolence and 
truth-Satya-are inseparable and pre
suppose one another. 

Rajiv Gandhi was thrust into politics 
by two family tragedies: The death of 
his younger brother, Sanjay, in 1980 
and the assassination of his mother, 
Prime Minister Indira Gandhi, in 1984. 

Grandson of India's first Prime Min
ister and in a very real sense the found
er of the modern Indian state, 
Jawaharlal Nehru, Rajiv Gandhi was 
nevertheless unafraid to challenge one 
of the pillars of the tripartite 
Nehruvian consensus: secularism, so
cialism, and democracy. Raji v Gandhi 
sought to move India in a more free 
market direction, to ease the anti
competitive shackles of Fabian social
ism. He also sought to improve United 
States-Indian ties, which warmed so 
noticeably in early 1989 after the inau
guration of President Bush, who con
sidered Rajiv Gandhi a close personal 
friend. 

Rajiv Gandhi may have been a reluc
tant politician but he was a national 
leader with a sure, intuitive sense of 
his country. His assassins and all those 
who would threaten Indian democracy 
today would do well to heed his words. 
As he said in an interview in 1985: 

What Nehru and the founding fathers gave 
us has stood the test of time, the test of tre
mendous tensions. Democracy has reached 
deep into the average Indian. I don't think 
anybody could change the system today. I 
think we got it right at the very beginning. 
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Congress, we pray that the world's 
largest democracy sustains its remark
able heritage of strength and at a per
sonal level we would like through this 
resolution to express our deepest sym
pathy to the people of India, to the 
Gandhi family and to the family mem
bers of the others who were killed 
today in this despicable act of terror
ism. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 
under my reservation, I yield to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
DREIER]. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank my friend for yielding 
to me. I thank and congratulate the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. So
LARZ] and the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. BROOMFIELD] for authorizing 
this very important resolution. 

It is very tragic that we have to ad
dress a situation like this, but I would 
like to join in extending my sym
pathies to family members and to not 
only all the people of India but to the 
people throughout the world who are 
rapidly gaining a great new apprecia
tion for democracy. It is clear that the 
Gandhi family has symbolized the 
struggle for democracy. And as has 
been pointed out by my colleagues 
here, India, as the largest democracy 
on the face of the Earth, is one which 
has been a model for many struggling 
countries. 

I will never forget the address deliv
ered in this Chamber by Rajiv Gandhi. 
I, like all of my colleagues, was moved 
by his compassion and his concern, not 
only for the people of India but for 
freedom-loving people throughout the 
world. 

. When one thinks of the challenges 
which lie ahead, the despicable act that 
we have witnessed today is one which 
will be a setback, but I hope very much 
that it will redouble the efforts of the 
people of India and people throughout 
the world who are struggling on behalf 
of what it is that Rajiv Gandhi loved 
and wanted to perpetuate. That is free
dom and democracy. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield to the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLARZ). 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
BROOMFIELD) for yielding. 

I simply wanted to say, in conclu
sion, that I am particularly grateful to 
the distinguished ranking minority 
member of the Foreign Affairs Com
mittee, Mr. BROOMFIELD, and the very 
distinguished ranking minority mem
ber of the Subcommittee on Asian and 
Pacific Affairs, Mr. LEACH, as well as 
to the leadership on both sides of the 
aisle for making it possible for us to 
bring this resolution before the House 
on what was obviously very short no
tice. I think it represents a recognition 
on their part of the fact that such a 
tribute is only fitting to a fallen leader 

in a great democracy who was a friend 
of the United States. 

It is also a tribute to their sense of 
statesmanship that they were prepared 
to accommodate this resolution. 

I would also simply like to take note 
of the fact that a dispatch I have before 
me, which has recently come in on the 
wire services, indicates that security 
forces in India were put on alert na
tionwide and that police in the capital 
were rushed to sensitive areas in an ef
fort to prevent the kind of rioting that 
followed the October 30, 1984, assassina
tion of Rajiv Gandhi's mother, Indira 
Gandhi, who had been Prime Minister 
at the time she was assassinated. I 
want to call this to the attention of 
the House because I think it indicates 
that the Government of India is appar
ently ~aking steps to prevent any sub
sequent outrages from taking place. I 
think at a moment of great grief and 
anxiety, they certainly deserve credit 
for taking those steps, and hopefully 
they will succeed in preventing any ad
ditional bloodletting as a consequence 
of this tragic assassination. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
support of House Concurrent Resolution 155, 
expressing the profound regret of the Con
gress at the assassination of former Prime 
Minister Raji.v Gandhi of India. The resolution 
rightly points out the support of the Congress 
for the democratic process in India, and its 
condemnation of this cowardly act. The United 
States has had a long friendship with the peo
ple of the world's largest democracy, and I am 
sure we all share in the grief the Indian people 
feel at this tragic loss. The United States will 
continue its support for the forces of demo
cratic change in India, which are stronger than 
any terrorist group, and will continue to op
pose these acts of terrorism wherever they 
may arise . 

Ms. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I would like to add 
my name to the list of my colleagues who 
have expressed their sadness over the recent 
assassination of Rajiv Gandhi. I express my 
sincere condolences to his family, his wife 
Sonia, and their two children. 

Mr. Speaker, Rajiv Gandhi was truly a great 
man. He possessed an unyielding commitment 
to democracy that will truly be missed. A man 
born into the upper caste of Indian society and 
his family's place in Indian hist9ry secure, Mr. 
Gandhi could have easily led a life of leisure. 
Instead, after the deaths of both his mother 
and brother he selflessly entered public life at 
what many believed to be great personal dan
ger. 

Serving as Prime Minister of India from 
1984-1989, Mr. Gandhi had already min
istered to his country with distinction. How
ever, he was a man dedicated to his cause. 
He had launched himself back into the battle 
of furthering democracy in India and was in 
the process of regaining his former position 
when he was senselessly and brutally assas
sinated. 

This loss deals a severe blow to the forces 
of democracy in India. However, Mr. Speaker, 
I know that democracy in India will survive. 
The tireless work of people such as Mr. Gan
dhi and his family have imbedded the roots of 

democracy in India and they will continue to 
grow. I hope that this event serves to spur the 
efforts of democracy forward. There would be 
no more fitting memorial to Mr. Gandhi than 
that of lasting peace and democracy in India. 

I never had the honor of meeting · Mr. Gan
dht. Many of my colleagues worked closely 
with him and they all speak of his honor and 
courage in the face of constant danger to his 
life. He was a great man who made the high
est sacrifice to his cause. I stand with my col
leagues and mourn his tragic death. 

Mr. BOOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 
SKAGGS). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the concurrent reso

lution, as follows: 
H. CON. RES. 155 

Whereas the former Prime Minister of 
India, Rajiv Gandhi, was assassinated in a 
bomb attack at a May 21 election rally in the 
southern Indian town of Sriperumbudur; 

Whereas more than 10 other people were re
portedly killed in the incident; 

Whereas the attack has occurred while the 
Indian people are participating in national 
elections, 

Whereas these elections reflect a long tra
dition of democratic government in India, 
which has conducted free and fair elections 
periodically since independence in 1947; 

Whereas former Prime Minister Gandhi 
was a friend of the United States, as well as 
a strong proponent and an effective spokes
man on behalf of Indian democracy; 

Whereas the former Prime Minister dem
onstrated compassion to his fellow man and 
devotion to the service of others; and 

Whereas during Rajiv Gandhi's tenure as 
Prime Minister, relations between the Unit
ed States and ~ndia flourished: Now, there-
fore, be it · 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring) , That the Congress-

(1) expresses its profound regret on the as
sassination of Rajiv Gandhi and the deaths 
of others in the bombing attack in the town 
of Sriperumbudur; 

(2) offers its sympathy to the people of 
India, to the Gandhi family, and to the fam
ily members of others who were killed; 

(3) reaffirms its support for the democratic 
process in India; 
. (4) strongly condemns this wanton act of 

terrorism; and 
(5) expresses its confidence that this trag

edy will n"ot undermine the strength and vi
brancy of Indian democracy. 

The concurrent resolution was agreed 
to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

0 1850 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days within which to revise and extend 
their remarks, and include therein ex
traneous material, on House Concur
rent Resolution 155, the concurrent res
olution just adopted. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gen
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

IN SUPPORT OF THE CHENEY 
BUDGET AND MICHEL SUBSTITUTE 

(Mr. KYL asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend his re
marks, and to include extraneous ma
terial.) 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, in approxi
mately 1 hour we will have an oppor
tunity to make a very significant 
choice. We can either choose to adopt 
the defense authorization as proposed 
by the President of the United States 
through his Secretary of Defense, Dick 
Cheney, or we can adopt the committee 
bill from the Armed Services Commit
tee. Our choice is really fundamental, 
because it boils down to whether or not 
we trust the people who successfully 
planned the war against Iraq, or do we 
trust the people who cobbled together 
the bill in the House Armed Services 
Committee. 

Mr. Speaker, the Michel substitute 
which will present the Cheney defense 
budget is the bill that we should be 
supporting, because it includes an over
all strategy of how our defense should 
be put together and it funds it all with
in the appropriations cap under which 
we are operating this year. 

The bill that came out of the Armed 
Services Committee, on the other 
hand, coincidentally makes some pro
vision for defense, but does so only co
incidentally; it is too much a composi
tion of special interests cobbled to
gether by the members of the commit
tee. 

We have a very clear choice. I urge 
my colleagues to support the Michel 
substitute. 

I include the following article from 
the Wall Street Journal of May 21: 

GENERAL ASPIN'S PORK ARMY 

The man who planned America's air cam
paign against Iraq, Lt. Gen. Charles Horner, 
says the war taught him two main lessons
the importance of stealth technology, and 
the need to defend against ballistic missiles, 
such as Scuds. So guess what the U.S. House 
of Representatives is trying to gut in this 
year's defense budget? Stealth and missile 
defenses. 

We'd have thought the Gulf War also 
taught that the world remains a dangerous 
place, even with a declining Soviet threat; 
that high-tech weapons are an important 
American strategic advantage; that the Pen
tagon's war-fighting strategy has some basis 
in reality after all. But the House is acting 
as if nothing much happened in Iraq, as if 
Scuds never flew and all future threats have 
vanished. For all the rethinking in Congress, 
the Pentagon might as well have lost the 
war. 

This is no mere caricature; the Members 
are only too happy to say it themselves. 
"The Persian Gulf War hasn't really entered 
into this year's debate over the fate of major 
weapons," says Ron Dellums, the Berkeley 

Democrat. Adds Republican William Dickin
son of Alabama: "Desert Storm is behind us, 
and the defense drawdown train has left the 
station." 

The four-star general driving this train is 
Les Aspin, chairman of the traveling circus 
known as the House Armed Services Com
mittee. General Aspin knows that defense 
spending in the House is less about war than 
about ideology and pork-barrel politics. The 
chairman has one staff member, Larry 
Smith, devoted mainly to the task of "Mem
ber services." His job is to keep the chair
man informed of the Members' wish lists, 
which Mr. Aspin then dutifully tries to meet 
to keep his troops happy. This year Mr. 
Smith has been working overtime. 

Ron Dellums, for example, has long been 
on a crusade against the B-2 Stealth bomber, 
and General Aspin now agrees. He rallied his 
committee to slash B-2 spending by two
thirds to $1.6 billion and a future total of 
only 15 bombers, though the Pentagon wants 
75. Mr. Aspin apparently isn't impressed that 
the Stealth fighter, the F-117, flew just 
about every sensitive mission over Baghdad 
without a single loss. 

The B-2 is more expensive than it should 
have been, but most of its research costs are 
already paid for. It's a stealthy craft that 
can carry a huge payload as far as 10,000 
miles on a single refueling-but projecting 
U.S. power is not a House priority. 

Nor it would seem is anti-missile defense. 
General Aspin's committee slashed the Pen
tagon's SDI request to $2.7 billion (from $4.5 
billion) and refused any money for space
based interceptors known as Brilliant Peb
bles. General Aspin claims to still support 
"theater" defenses such as the Patriot, but 
as Scuds proliferate and grow more sophisti
cated, defenses must do the same. A defense 
based in space can protect against missiles 
launched from anywhere, while a "theater" 
defense is by definition confined to a specific 
location. 

Stealing from SDI and the B-2 means Gen
eral Aspin has more money to buy his com
mittee's votes. Mississippi Democrat Sonny 
Montgomery grabbed more than $1 billion for 
the reserves, including $280 million for Na
tional Guard armories (in some 100 congres
sional districts) that the Pentagon doesn't 
want. The Pentagon has to deactivate four 
army divisions through 1993, but the reserves 
supposedly assigned to those divisions will 
live on. Behold the reserves' new Lost Bri
gades. 

The Ohio and Michigan delegations won 
$270 million for 60 more M-1 tanks, as if tank 
battles are the wave of the future. Penn
sylvania Republican Curt Weldon happily 
sold his vote for more money for the V-22 Os
prey, which the Pentagon has tried to kill 
for three straight years. 

Some Members go especially cheap. Rich
ard Ray, a Georgia Democrat, backed Mr. 
Aspin after he squeezed projects worth $4.2 
million for Robins Air Force Base in his dis
trict. Virginia Democrat Norman Sisisky 
went along with the chairman after Fort 
Lee, in his Virginia district, lined up for $11.3 
million for a finance office and training fa
cility the Pentagon didn't want. "I could 
give you hundreds of these examples," says 
one Pentagon source. 

Some log-rolling is inevitable, but a fast
declining defense budget b.as a smaller mar
gin for waste. Defense Secretary Cheney's 
budget already proposes to shrink the mili
tary by 25% through 1995, to the lowest level 
as a share of the economy since 1939. Any
thing less and the U.S. might not be able to 
repeat Desert Storm, which apparently 

doesn't worry the pork-barrel generals of 
Congress. 

DEPARTMENT 
THORIZATION, 
BILL 

OF DEFENSE AU
A BIPARTISAN 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WELDON] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, I take 
out this special order this evening to 
comment on the debate earlier today 
on H.R. 2100, the defense authorization 
bill for next fiscal year, as well as to 
respond in part to an editorial today in 
the Wall Street Journal. 

Mr. Speaker, if one were to listen to 
the tone of de bate on the floor of the 
House, which ended up being quite par
tisan, as well as the comments in the 
Wall Street Journal today, one would 
think that the defense bill that the 
Committee on Armed Services reported 
out today was totally a partisan bill 
and that one was only concerned with 
the parochial interests of Members of 
the majority party. 

Mr. Speaker, as we all know, the vote 
on H.R. 2100, despite intense lobbying 
by the administration and the Depart
ment of Defense, only passed this 
House by a vote of 287 to 127, but also 
included the votes of 37 Republican 
Members of this institution. My feeling 
is that if the lobbying had not been so 
intense by the White House and by the 
Department of Defense, that there 
would have been a number of Members 
on this side who would have joined 
with the 37 Members who supported 
this bipartisan legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I take great pride in not 
being a fair weather friend at the De
fense Establishment, of being someone 
who believes that we need to have a 
strong military in order to be prepared 
to deal with situations like we just 
went through in Desert Storm. 

Mr. Speaker, I also am one to believe 
that the Committee on Armed Services 
this year was put into an impossible 
situation. The defense numbers that we 
were given through the bipartisan sum
mit agreement reached last fall, which 
I disagreed with and voted against, are 
totally unrealistic and, in my opinion, 
unacceptable. 

If you compare defense spending as a 
percentage of our gross national prod
uct, this budget agreement drops us 
down to 3.6 percent of the end of this 5-
year budget period, compared to in ex
cess of 8 percent of our GNP being 
spent on defense back in the late 1950's 
and the early 1960's. 

If you compare defense spending as a 
percentage of our total Federal out
lays, at the end of this 5-year budget 
agreement we will be spending about 18 
percent of our Federal outlays on qe
fense, as compared to over 50 percent of 
our Federal outlays that were spent on 
defense back in the 1950's and 1960's. 
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then had to take an unworkable num
ber and, based upon the ideas and con
cerns of the military that were given 
to us through in excess of 100 indi vid
ual hearings, markup sessions, and de
liberations of the Committee on Armed 
Services, come up with a package that 
we felt best met the needs of our mili
tary into the year 2000. 

Mr. Speaker, this was not a partisan 
effort. The vote in the Procurement 
Subcommittee, which contained the 
bulk of the issues that were under dis
cussion today in the defense bill, relat
ed to the B-2 bomber and the SDI. In 
the Procurement Subcommittee the 
vote was 15 to 4 to eliminate the B-2 
funding. It was not a partisan vote. It 
was a vote that had Republicans and 
Democrats joined together. As a mat
ter of fact, there were only two Repub
licans in the Procurement Subcommit
tee who supported the B-2 bomber. 

In the full committee, when the final 
defense bill was marked up, H.R. 2100, 
to come to the floor, it was once again 
not a partisan vote. In fact, the vote 
was 45 in favor of the committee bill 
and 6 opposed. As a matter of fact, 10 of 
my Republican colleagues changed 
their vote from the time the bill left 
the committee until the time the bill 
reached the floor today and we voted 
on the Michel substitute. 

Mr. Speaker, this in fact was a bipar
tisan effort. These hearings that we 
held throughout the last several 
months allowed us to come up with 
what we think is a workable defense 
plan, based upon an impossible budget 
number that we were provided. There
fore, those that charge that we 
changed Secretary Cheney's request, in 
fact, ·as the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. BENNETT] stated on the floor 
today, we gave the Secretary approxi
mately 95 percent of what he asked for. 
Specifically, we only changed 14 per
cent of the total line items that Con
gress has oversight on. On the procure
ment section, only 6 percent. In the 
total perspective, about 95 percent of 
what the President and the Secretary 
of Defense asked for, the committee 
gave to them. 

Mr. Speaker, when we finally get to 
conference, my prediction is that num
ber will rise to almost 98 percent. So 
we in fact did give the Secretary of De
fense the bulk of what he asked for. 

Mr. Speaker, some would say Con
gress does not have a role, that we 
should not be involved in second-guess
ing the administration and the Defense 
Department. In fact, I would say that 
we have done that repeatedly. 

I am reminded of an issue back in the 
late 1970's where the administration for 
3 consecutive years attempted to elimi
nate a new technology, an aircraft that 
was supposed to provide close air sup
port for our marines and Special 
Forces, and in fact was the No. 1 prior
ity of the Marine Corps. 

Mr. Speaker, for 3 straight years the 
administration opposed the program, 
and for 3 straight years Congress put 
the program back in the budget. In 
fact, the program was finally funded to 
the full extent, and the AV-8B Harrier 
jet was one of the most successful air
craft that we saw operational in Desert 
Storm. So there is in fact a role for the 
Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I would say 
that we in the committee did listen to 
the generals. We listened to General 
Gray, General Steiner, General Pitt
man last year, and Admiral Dunn, and 
took their priorities, the priorities of 
those commandants on the front battle 
lines, and we met their needs. The 
budget we brought up in H.R. 2100 I 
think does that and is a workable plan. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to have sup
ported it, and I look forward to work
ing in conference to come even closer 
to the wishes of the Secretary of De
fense. 

MFN STATUS FOR CHINA 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. KLECZKA] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, last week, 
President Bush announced his support for re
newing most-favored-nation trade status to the 
People's Republic of China. I rise today to 
urge my colleagues to encourage the Presi
dent to reconsider MFN status with China. 
While I support the principle of free trade and 
close diplomatic and trade relations with 
China, it is time we used our trade discussions 
to send a message that MFN status will only 
be continued if tangible progress is made by 
the Chinese Government on several fronts. 
The President has until June 3, 1991, to deter
mine whether China's MFN status should be 
renewed. . 

Most-favored-nation trade status with the 
United States is a privilege we bestow on na
tions that abide by accepted standards of con
duct in the international political arena. Among 
those standards are respect for human rights, 
for a free and open press, for due judicial 
process, for the . sovereignty and borders of . 
other nations, for nonrestrictive trade policy, 
and for observance of binding arms control 
and nuclear technology proliferation agree
ments. 

China has refused to abide by these stand
ards. China's human rights abuses, its re
ported proliferation of nuclear weapons and 
technology, and its violation of international 
law by continuing to occupy Tibet, simply can
not be ignored by the President or by Con
gress. China's behavior is undeserving of 
MFN status with our country. 

Despite the international outcry following the 
brutal suppression of the prodemocracy dem
onstrators in Tiananmen Square in June 1989, 
the Chinese Government refuses to improve 
its human rights record. I have received con
stant reports of widespread religious persecu
tion, torture, inhumane prison conditions, re
stricted press and assembly, and long-term 
imprisonment without charge or trial. I urge 

President Bush to denounce these human 
rights abuses when considering the renewal of 
China's MFN status. 

Reports of China's proliferation of nuclear 
weapons technology are equally distressing. 
My colleagues will certainly agree that one of 
the lessons of the gulf war is that the world 
community cannot allow the wrong weapons, 
technology, and capabilities to get into the 
wrong hands. Saddam Hussein would have 
posed no threat to world peace if he had not 
been armed by unscrupulous arms dealers. 
Now, there are reports that China has actively 
engaged in providing Pakistan, Algeria, Argen
tina, and Brazil with nuclear capability. By 
using our MFN trade leverage to discourage 
China's nuclear capability trade, the President 
can show his commitment to arms control. 

China's occupation of Tibet is yet another 
example of its contempt for international law. 
The time has come for us to condemn this at
tack on Tibet's sovereignty, which has lasted 
for 40 years and is not recognized by the Unit
ed States, and MFN trade negotiations are an 
appropriate avenue for conveying our stead
fast commitment to restoring Tibet's independ
ence. I urge the President to do so. 

Mr. Speaker, the President has an oppor
tunity to improve China's unacceptable record 
of human rights abuses, of nuclear technology 
proliferation, and to challenge the occupation 
of Tibet. I urge him to condemn China's af
fronts to the international community by recon
sidering the renewal of its MFN trade status 
with our country. 

SAUDI INATTENTION AND 
INACTION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. EMERSON] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, the 
story I have to tell starts over 10 years 
ago with the failure of an American 
company, occasioned by the 
nonpayment of debts owed it. by the 
Government of Saudi Arabia. The debts 
were for services performed, and I will 
include details in the RECORD following 
these remarks. But I particularly stand 
in this well today to recount the treat
ment that this Member of Congress and 
others have received when he and they 
inquired or attempted to inquire on be
half of 12 creditor banks, their share
holders, and depositors in the United 
States, some of whom are Missourians. 

Indeed, the Internal Revenue Service 
has an interest in this matter, and so 
through it do all taxpayers. 

Mr. Speaker, I wrote letters to the 
Saudi Ambassador on October 2, Octo
ber 29, and November 19, 1990, and 
heard nothing. Letters have been sent 
by numerous other Members of Con
gress and U.S. Senators for the same 
purpose, and with the same result. 

A letter signed by 24 Members of Con
gress and United States Senators was 
sent to the Saudi Ambassador on Janu
ary 5, 1991. To date, we have not re
ceived an acknowledgment of that let
ter. 
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Additionally, longstanding friends of 
Saudi Arabia wrote to the Embassy 
with an offer of their counsel on this 
issue. 

On February 20, 1991, I received ac
knowledgment of my letters of October 
29, 1990 and November 2, 1990. In that 
letter the Ambassador stated that my 
office would be contacted to schedule a 
meeting in the near future. 

I heard nothing further from the Am
bassador or from the Saudi Arabian 
Embassy. 

On March 26, 1991, a member of my 
staff talked with the Saudis' American 
consultant, Mr. Dutton. Mr. Dutton 
asked my staff member to meet with a 
representative of the Saudi Embassy as 
a precursor to my meeting with the 
Ambassador. My staff person agreed, 
and a meeting was set for a date in 
April. 

In the meantime, I was informed by 
sources with connections to the Saudi 
Embassy that there was an effort to 
stall any meeting with me prior to the 
end of April. I discounted this informa
tion as rumor because of Mr. Dutton's 
involvement with my office. 

Much to my disappointment, my 
staff person was kept waiting for near
ly 2 hours at the Saudi Embassy in 
April. The representative of the Saudi 
Embassy never met with my staff per
son, and I have heard nothing further 
from the Ambassador or staff at the 
Embassy. 

Needless to say, I am outraged over 
the inexcusable actions of the Saudi 
Arabian Embassy in handling this 
issue, and the affront to this Member 
and a number of colleagues that this 
inaction represents. Stonewalling, I 
think, is the term to use in describing 
the treatment we have received. 

It appears that there is a growing 
pattern of behavior on the Saudis' part 
with reference to their debts in this 
country. 

Mr. Speaker, I include a background 
statement regarding claims of 
Sanderson and Porter for contract set
tlement in this matter. 

The document referred to follows: 
BACKGROUND STATEMENT REGARDING CLAIMS 

OF SANDERSON & PORTER FOR CONTRACT 
SETTLEMENT 

A Special Audit Committee appointed by 
the United States District Court in Washing
ton, DC along with the Internal Revenue 
Service represents the United States Govern
ment's noncongressional interest in the mat
ter of Sanderson & Porter.1 Sanderson & Por
ter ("S&P"), a New Jersey company, from 
the 19th century had been one of the most 
prestigious and effective contributors to 

I Other creditors claiming through S&P are Chemi
cal Bank, Mellon Bank, N .A., European American 
Bank & Trust Company, Security Pacific National 
Bank, Credit Lyonnais, Mercantile Trust Company, 
N.A., Banco Real, S .A., Fort Worth National Bank, 
Mercantile National Bank (Dallas), Northwestern 
National Bank, Bank of Montreal (California), 
Centerre Bank of Kansas City, N.A. and Design and 
Programming & Associates, a Saudi Arabian Com
pany. 

United States engineering capability both 
domestically and internationally. In the 
1970's it staked its reputation and ultimately 
its existence on· its faith in the Government 
of the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia's willingness 
and ability to meet its contractual obliga
tions. 

S&P has been owed money for its work on 
three projects for the Saline Water Conver
sion Corporation ("SWCC"), an agency of the 
Government of Saudi Arabia for over a dec
ade. These projects-Al Jobail Phase I, Al 
Jobail Phase II and Al Khafji Phase II-were 
originally part of Saudi Arabia's efforts in 
the 1970's to vastly increase the capacity of 
its desalination plants to support the coun
try's increasing population and industrial 
development. In fact, these plants in the 
Eastern Province presently are providing 
both water and power to all the inter
national peacekeeping forces (including the 
United States Army, Navy, Marines, and Air 
Force) now in Saudi Arabia. The three plants 
were expected to provide a total of 210 mil
lion Imperial gallons per day of salt-free 
water as well as 2,150,000 kilowatts of power. 
The three projects were expected to cost SR 
368,493,300 for design and engineering, and 
over 20 billion rials in construction costs. 

S&P's formal involvement with the 
projects began in December 1974 with the 
signing of the contract for Al Jobail I. Its 
participation greatly expanded in the follow
ing years with the signing of the contract for 
the small Al Khafji plant in March 1975 and 
the much larger Al Jobail Phase II facility in 
February 1976. 

Work progressed on all three projects until 
September 1978, when SWCC failed to pay 
S&P and announced that the Al Jobail Phase 
II project was to be withdrawn from S&P and 
another engineering firm hired for political 
reasons. SWCC followed suit by promptly 
terminating S&P's responsibilities on Al 
Khafji and on Al Jobail Phase I but with 
promises that full cooperation in the transi
tion would result in full payment to S&P for 
work done. Although S&P fully performed 
its responsibilities in transferring control of 
the projects, no payment was forthcoming. 

In 1979 and 1980, S&P submitted prelimi
nary documentation of money owed on two 
of the projects through the American Em
bassy in and pursuant to SWCC procedure 
and requests. S&P was told it would be paid 
once the projects had been finally tested. 
Shortly thereafter, as a result of a severe 
cash flow problem caused by SWCC's failure 
to pay, S&P found itself in a financial condi
tion that prevented the company from pursu
ing its claims. Indeed, as the direct result of 
the withdrawal of the Saudi projects, the 
company was unable to continue its oper
ations, and in April 1980 its non-Saudi Ara
bian assets and contracts were sold to an
other engineering firm. 

Last year S&P, with the support of its 
creditors, including the United States Gov
ernment and this nation's leading banks (see 
footnote #1), prepared and submitted docu
mentation in support of the Company's 
claim.2 At that time, both the Al Jobail 
Phase I and Phase II facilities were operat
ing, producing substantial amounts of 
desalinated water and electrical power for 
Saudi Arabia [and as of August 1990 for the 
peacekeeping forces], SWCC should have ful
filled its responsibility to reimburse S&P for 

2This documentation is a 75-page brief and 11 vol
umes of exhibits. All documents are available for re
view at the offices of Sharp & Lankford, 1785 Massa
chusetts Avenue, NW, Washington, DC 20036 (phone 
202-745-1700). 

its considerable contribution to the start-up 
and ultimate success of the projects. 

S&P and its co-claimant ("DPA") are cur
rently owed SR 325,000,000 for their work on 
the projects. 

CONGRATULATING WINNERS OF 
THE 1990-91 YOUNG WRITER'S 
CONTEST 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

SKAGGS). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
GLICKMAN] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, all of us in 
the Congress are concerned with the serious 
educational challenges that confront our coun
try. As a former school board president, I 
struggled daily with the needs for quality edu
cation, and I learned to understand and re
spect the efforts of educators not only in my 
home district and State, but in the Nation as 
a whole. Those who make a difference benefit 
us all. 

In that respect, I am very pleased to bring 
to your attention the Young Writer's Contest 
Foundation and its annual nationwide competi
tion for first through 8th graders. I point with 
pride to two youngsters from my district, Lind
say Weilert, Blessed Sacrament School and 
Chris Rupe, Robinson Middle School, both 
from Wichita, who were two of the 1 00 win
ners of this year's Young Writer's contest. I 
also congratulate Anna Van Cleave, Holy Trin
ity School, of Lenexa in the Third District of 
Kansas, who won similar honors. 

Chosen from 18,000 submissions, Linday's 
poem and Chris' essay will be published, 
thanks to the generous sponsorship of Ronald 
McDonald Children's Charities, in the 1991 
Rainbow Collection: Stories and Poetry by 
Young People, and reprinted in America on 
My Mind, Falcon Press, September 1991. 

The Young Writer's contest is a small orga
nization that does a big job. It was formed in 
1984 for the purpose of improving the basic 
communication skills of young people in the 
United States. During the 7 years since, two 
staff members have coordinated the valuation 
of 60,000 entries and the publication and dis
tribution of 123,000 copies of its anthology of 
winning entries. The Young Writer's contest is 
a shining example of how individuals can
through hard work, tenacity, and sheer deter
mination-create an activity of substance, and 
one that illustrates the positive accomplish
ments of students and educators. 

Please join me in congratulating Lindsay 
Weilert and Chris Rupe, as well as the other 
98 winners of the 199D-91 Young Writer's 
contest. They are: 

City, State, School, Student name, and 
WNR/Age: 

Anchorage, AK, Rogers Park, Gail Burger, 
W-11. 

Huntsville, AL, Academy for Science & 
Foreign, Allison Ivey, W-9. 

Alpena, AR, Alpena Public School, Tory 
Hodges, W-6. 

Glendale, AZ, Barcelona Elementary 
School, Melanie Kuntz, W-12. 

Burlingame, CA, Burlingame Intermediate, 
Karen Paik, W-13. 

Chula Vista, CA, Bonita Vista Junior High 
School, John Niekrasz, W-13. 

Hillsborough, CA, Nueva Center for Learn
ing, David Susman, W-10. 
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Irvine, CA, Meadow Park School, Devon 

Nunes, W-11. 
Irvine, CA. Santiago Hills Elementary, 

Rachell Lev, W-10. 
Walnut Creek, CA, Dorris-Eaton School, 

Carie Yonekawa, W--8. 
Westlake Village, CA, Westlake Hills Ele

mentary, Sarah Joseph, W-10. 
Denver, CO, The Forest Lyceum, Lily 

Adam, W--8. 
Pomfret Center, CT, Pomfret Community 

School, Erica Sweet, W-10. 
West Harford, CT, Wolcott Elementary 

School, Margot Simpson, W-9. 
Greenwood, DE, Woodbridge Elementary, 

Sarah Passwaters, W-10. 
Longwood, FL. Rock Lake Middle School, 

Erin Butler, W-13. 
Miami, FL. Ransom-Everglades Middle, 

Sonesh Chainani, W-13. 
Miami Beach, FL, Rabbi Alexander S. 

Gross, Rena Bunder, W-11. 
Venice, FL, Venice Area Middle School, 

Sara Henderson, W-11. 
Calhoun, GA, Belwood School, Tiffany 

Engel, W-11. 
Kennesaw, GA, Pine Mountain Middle 

School, Jeffrey Fallis, W-12. 
Kamuela, HI, Hawaii Preparatory Acad

emy, Julie Snow, W-11. 
Hastings, IA, Nishna Valley Community, 

Emily Paul, W-11. 
Grangeville, ID, Grangeville Elementary, 

Maureen Fitzmaurice, W--8. 
Rexburg, ID, Washington School, Julia 

Price, W-12. 
Barrington, IL, Barrington Middle School, 

Bryan Quinn, W-13. 
Gurnee, IL, Gurnee Grade School, Derrick 

Crooks, W-10. 
Northbrook, IL, Willowbrook!Wescott 

S.P.l.E., Jennifer Holmes, W-9. 
Winnetka, IL, Washburne School, Ian 

Arsenault, W-13. 
Carmel, IN, Woodbrook Elementary 

School, Jared Robertson, W-9. 
Indianapolis, IN, Park Tudor Middle 

School, Hannah Kaufman, W-11. 
Lenexa, KS, Holy Trinity School, Anna 

Van Cleave, W-14. 
Wichita, KS, Blessed Sacrament School, 

Lindsay Weilert, W--8. 
Wichita, KS, Robinson Middle School, 

Chris Rupe, W-13. 
Frankfort, KY. Good Shepherd School, 

Elizabeth Johnson, W-9. 
Loyall, KY, Loyall Elementary School, 

Kim Wills, W-11. 
Paducah, KY, Cooper-Whiteside Primary, 

Veronica Saunders, W-7. 
Baton Rouge, LA, St. Thomas More 

School, Nikki Boudreaux, W-13. 
Destrehan, LA, Harry M. Hurst Middle 

School, Gwen Jennings, W-13. 
Galliano, LA, Galliano Elementary School, 

Kristy Lasseigne, W-7. 
Mandeville, LA, Mandeville Junior High 

School, Erika Laughlin, W-13. 
Mandeville, LA, Mandeville Middle School, 

Mathew Kuzio, W-10. 
Many, LA, Many Junior High School, Den

nis Carheel, W-10. 
Ipswich, MA, Doyon Elementary School, 

Alison Turnbull, W-9. 
Sheffield, MA, Mount Everett Regional 

School, Emily Pulfer-Terino, W-10. 
Bethesda, MD, Holton Arms School, 

Clarissa Martinez, W-13. 
Rockport, ME, Rockport Elementary 

School, Caitlin Fitzgerald, W-7. 
Grosse Pointe Farms, MI, St. Paul School, 

Joe Piech, W-12. 
Minneapolis, MN, Field Elementary 

School, Kristin Poling, W-9. 

St. Paul, MN, Mann Elementary School, 
Kristina Beyer, W-12. 

Clayton, MO. Wydown Middle School, 
Amanda Williams, W-11. 

Springfield, MO, Phelps Center for the 
Gifted, Lynn Gaither, W-12. 

Tupelo, MS, Church Street Elementary, 
Amber Fikes, W-10. 

Corvallis, MT, Corvallis School, Seth 
Bloom, W-9. 

Cleveland, NC, Cool Springs Elementary, 
Jamie Krause, W-13. 

Cullowhee, NC, Camp Laboratory School, 
Alexandra Gilman, W-13. 

Greensboro, NC, Wiley Acceleration, Sam 
Cone, W-9. 

Valley City, ND, Washington Elementary 
School, Molly Beck, W-10. 

Omaha, NE, Loveland Elementary School, 
David Goeschel, W-9. 

2241 Bx Wassehaar, Netherland, American 
School of the Hague, J.T. Rose, W-9. 

Hampstead, NH, Hampstead Middle School, 
Matthew Gorski, W-10. 

Allendale, NJ, Brookside Elementary 
School, E.lizabeth Weissel, W-7. 

Hoboken, NJ, The Mustard Seed School, 
Angel Calderon, W-11. 

Ramsey, NJ, Eric S. Smith School, Sonali 
Das, W-12. 

Toms River, NJ, Washington Street 
School, Richard McKelvey, W-9. 

Trenton, NJ, Grice Middle School, Tosha 
Samuels, W-12. 

Albuquerque, NM, S.Y. Jackson Elemen
tary, Michael Smith, W--8. 

Albuquerque, NM, Taylor Middle School, 
Ryan Grandi, W-13. 

Las Vegas, NV, Las Vegas Day School, 
Kirby Conn, W-11. 

Logandale, NV, Grant M. Bowler Elemen
tary, Justin Hatch, W-9. 

Belle Harbor, NY, Upper Public School 
114Q, Kevin Kuffner, W-11. 

Dix Hills, NY, Vanderbilt Elementary 
School, Jacqueline Ganz, W-10. 

Snyder, NY, Amherst Middle School, Laura 
Donnelly, W-11. 

Beavercreek, OH, Fairbrook Elementary 
School, Amy Shoup, W-10. 

Bexley, OH, Bexley Junior High School, 
Marisa Meizlish, W-13. 

Dover, OH, Saint Joseph School, Becky 
Mason, W-13. 

Edmond, OK, Sequoyah Middle School, 
Kristen Leffel, W-12. 

Blue River, OR, McKenzie School, Brandi 
Williams, W-10. 

Drexel Hill, PA, Saint Bernadette School, 
Jessica Marinelli, W-10. 

Perryopolis, PA, St. John the Baptist 
School, Andrea Kitta, W-13. 

W. Lawn, PA, Sinking Spring Elementary, 
Dylan Heckart, W-10. 

West Warwick, RI, John F. Deering Junior 
High, Kristen Ryan, W-13. 

Rock Hill, SC, St. Anne School, Chau Le, 
W-11. 

Rapid City, SD, Rapid Valley Elementary, 
David Copeland, W-9. 

Nashville, TN, Eakin Elementary School, 
Becca Consacro, W-11. 

Signal Mountain, TN, Thrasher Elemen
tary, Steve Sibley, W-9. 

Tullahoma, TN, R.E. Lee School, Andrea 
Perry, W-10. 

Blanco, TX, Blanco Middle School; An
thony Zuercher, W-11. 

Houston, TX, Bear Creek Elementary, 
Megan Wilmot, W-fj. 

Kilgore, TX, Maude Laird Middle School, 
Christy Johnson, W-13. 

Sandy, UT, Peruvian Park Elementary, Ni
cole Lindsley, W--8. 

Chantilly, VA, Franklin Intermediate 
School, Lara Milne, W-13. 

Killington, VT, Sherburne Elementary 
School, Kerstin Karlhuber, W-10. 

Yakima, WA, St. Joseph/Marquette School, 
Felicia Molano, W-11. 

Menasha, WI, Butte Des Morts Junior 
High, Carla Hales, W-13. 

Neenah, WI, Coolidge School, Josh Price, 
W-11. 

Whitefish Bay, WI, Whitefish Bay Middle 
School, Molly K. Brush, W-12. 

Parkersburg, WV, Emerson Elementary 
School, Lauren Sutton, W--8. 

Weirton, WV, Sacred Heart of Mary 
School, Audra Szczerbinski, W-13. 

Pinedale, WY, Pinedale Elementary 
School, Jedediah Brown, W-10. 

MEXICO FREE-TRADE AGREEMENT 
AND FAST TRACK 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I have taken this special 
order out once again this evening to 
discuss an issue which we are going to 
be considering later this week. At the 
outset I should, as I did earlier this 
morning during 1 minutes, extend an 
enthusiastic invitation to my col
leagues who are proponents of granting 
fast track, and those who are oppo
nents to the fast-track legislation 
which we are going to be considering to 
come to the floor and challenge us. I 
am standing here alone right now, Mr. 
Speaker, but I challenge any of my col
leagues who may be over here on either 
side of the issue, and I hope we can get 
a debate going here which will allow 
the American people to see that we are 
considering an issue which is very, 
very important. 

I am going to say, as I did last night 
and as I have said several times in the 
well, and I believe it is scheduled to 
come up on Thursday now, that we will 
be facing probably, certainly one of the 
most important votes to be considered 
in the Congress in literally decades. It 
is a very complex issue. It is one which 
does not have a great deal of sex ap
peal, but it is one which is critically 
important to the determination of 
where it is that we as a Nation are 
headed when it comes to the question 
of providing consumers with the great
est opportunity to get products at the 
lowest possible price. It seems to me 
that moving ahead with the vote that 
we are going to have on Thursday is 
the best thing for us to do. 

I happen to be very strongly commit
ted to support of fast track. I believe 
that we should say to the President of 
the United States that you can sit 
down with our neighbors to the South, 
representatives of the Mexican Govern
ment, and negotiate an agreement. 
Then when you have come up with that 
agreement, bring it back here to the 
Congress, and we in the ·Congress will 
decide whether or not the very justifi-
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able concerns which many of us raise 
have been addressed. Then if we are 
convinced that we have done that , we 
can vote for a United States-Mexico 
free-trade agreement. If we are con
vinced that. it does not meet the con
cerns that we have addressed, we in the 
Congress can vote against the agree
ment. 

It is a very simple process because 
this Thursday when we cast our vote 
here we are not saying yes or no to a 
free trade agreement. We are simply 
saying, and the reason it is called fast 
track is it is a term that was estab
lished following passage of the 1974 act 
which simply says that Congress is 
telling the President that he can work 
to negotiate a deal, and we will not 
start trying to amend the process, be
cause we know that when you sit down 
at a negotiating table with another 
country you cannot negotiate unless 
you are able to say in that negotiating 
process that you are going to either 
have final approval on it or final dis
approval on it. You cannot say you 
have to look at all of these provisions 
and then you have t 'o take it back to 
the Congress, and they may offer only 
70 or 80 amendments, and then we 
might have an agreement. 

Congress, in its wisdom, has recog
nized that if we are going to have 
strong negotiations, and if our rep
resentative at the negotiating table 
will in fact be a credible representa
tive, we have to do it under the fast
track provisions. That is all we are 
asking this Thursday, is for the House 
to place enough confidence in our great 
President and his marvelous nego
tiator, Ambassador Carla Hills, who is 
the U.S. Trade Representative, enough 
confidence in them that they can sit 
down at the negotiating table. 

Many people say we have concerns 
about the loss of jobs in this country. I 
have concerns about the potential loss 
of jobs here in the United States, and I 
believe that we need to take some steps 
to ensure that any loss of jobs or, in 
fact, the pain caused by that loss of 
jobs is mitigated. 

President Bush has come forward and 
responded very adequately to that 
question which has been raised. He has 
a package that deals specifically with 
the plight dislocated workers. 

He also has recognized that there are 
concerns as they affect the environ
ment. We do not want to see, as some 
have claimed, United States business 
fleeing to Mexico simply to take ad
vantage of so-called lax pollution con
trols which exist there, because that 
cannot happen. It cannot happen be
cause contrary to what many have in
dicated here in the Congress and in the 
media, Mexico's 1988 law, which deals 
specifically with environmental con
straints, is as good, and some would 
argue even more rigorous than the en
vironmental laws which exist here in 
the United States. 

Mr. Speaker, I have quite a bit that 
I would like to offer. I am very pleased 
to have been joined by one of the most 
dynamic leaders in the cause of free 
trade and for the cause of improved re
lations between Mexico and the United 
States, the distinguished cochairman 
on the Task Force on Competitiveness 
who has worked diligently in our whip 
organization and provided me, Mr. 
Speaker, with a lot of leadership on 
this, my friend from Tucson, Mr. 
KOLBE. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DREIER of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from Arizona. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding, and I certainly 
appreciate the very generous remarks 
that he made. I would certainly return 
them in kind by saying his leadership 
on the Rules Committee and his leader
ship for 11 years now on the United 
States-Mexico Interparliamentary 
Group, his leadership in the whip 
group, his leadership in general on 
these issues dealing with Mexico has 
been very, very important, and I am 
delighted to be joining the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. DREIER of California. I am 
happy to yield to my friend at any 
time at all that he wants to make re
marks like that. 

Mr. KOLBE. There are several things 
I wanted to have a chance to talk 
about this evening during this special 
order, but I wanted at this moment 
just to focus on one thing the gen
tleman was speaking about, and that is 
the question of the environmental safe
guards. I think it is an important one 
because so many people are talking 
about this. They have really kind of 
made the focus of this debate not real
ly trade but whether or not the envi
ronment is going to be protected. 

All of us are concerned about the en
vironment, as well we should be. We 
are concerned about the environment 
in our own country, whether we are 
polluting the groundwater supplies, 
whether we have adequate disposal 
methods for and waste management 
methods for water quality, air quality, 
and we are concerned outside of our 
country. 
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forest that I think more and more 
Americans, for example, have become 
very concerned about legitimately. We 
have concerns about the environment 
in the whole world. 

I think perhaps in the last 20 years, 
the satellite pictures or the pictures 
that are taken from the Moon of our 
Earth make us realize what a small 
planet we live on and that we are all 
truly interdependent when it comes to 
the environment. I think it is impor
tant to understand, as the gentleman 
pointed out, Mexico has really made 

some real efforts in this regard for a 
developing country. In fact, I cannot 
think of any developing country that 
has done as much as Mexico has done 
in this area. 

The gentleman noted, quite cor
rectly, that their 1988 law on the envi
ronment is a good law modeled, inter
estingly enough, mostly after our own 
environmental laws, in the areas of 
solid waste disposal, water quality, air 
quality, hazardous and toxic waste con
trol, and disposal. So it is a good law. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Reclaim
ing my time on just that point, I think 
my friend is very accurate. 

I think we should make it clear that 
our concern for the environment cen
ters in our districts. My friend rep
resents a border with Mexico. 

I know that t;here is no way in the 
world that my friend from Arizona 
would support an agreement that 
would potentially exacerbate pollution 
problems on the border which would af
fect his district. I know that this gen
tleman from California who represents 
an area with a great air pollution prob
lem would not in any way support a 
measure which would exacerbate the 
air pollution problem that our friends 
in Mexico City suffer. 

Mr. KOLBE. The gentleman is abso
lutely correct. 

When I moved to Arizona, and I hate 
to tell you how many years ago, but I 
was 5 years old when I moved there to 
a ranch just a few miles from the bor
der. At that time the border town of 
Nogales, AZ, was about 10,000, and 
Nogales Sonora, right across the bor
der, was about 25,000 or 30,000. Today, 
Nogales, AZ, is about 15,000. Nogales 
Sonora is over 200,000 people. That ob
viously just puts tremendous pressure 
on all kinds of problems. 

We have had this in spades in Nogales 
with the area of the sewage and sewage 
treatment because of the flow. The nat
ural gravity is from Mexico into the 
United States, and so we are scram
bling through the international bound
ary and water commission to build a 
sewage treatment plant very much as 
we are doing, of course, in Tijuana, and 
the gentleman from California is very 
aware of that, to accommodate this. 

But even as we have got this built, 
we are going to have to go on to an
other phase and do even more expan
sion. But there is a .commitment on the 
part of Mexico as there is on the part 
of the United States, and that was the 
point I just wanted to make, that if we 
agree that the law is pretty good, and 
even most of the opponents of fast 
track and a trade agreement with Mex
ico agree that the law is pretty good. 
They say, of course, there is no en
forcement. 

Well, I think they are missing what 
is actually happening in Mexico. I 
would just cite perhaps three things 
that the gentleman, I am sure, is aware 
of. First, there has been a 630-percent 
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increase the last year alone in the en
forcement budget for the EPA counter
part called the Sedue, for that agency, 
in Mexico which is responsible for the 
environment, a 630-percent increase in 
1 year alone in the enforcement budget. 

Second, in the last year, they have 
closed down, either temporarily or per
manently, more than 800 maquila 
plants and other plants in Mexico for 
environmental reasons. Some of them 
have been done for a very short period 
of time. Some, of course, that I have 
mentioned have been done perma
nently. That is because of violations of 
the law. 

Yet, their inspectors do not always 
know exactly what they are looking 
for, but they are learning and getting 
better trained. 

The third point I would make, and I 
think this is a very important one po
litically, in March, March 16 of this 
year, just 2 months ago, President Sali
nas closed down the largest oil refinery 
in Mexico City, confronted the largest 
and most powerful union, trade union, 
in Mexico, the oil workers' union, put 
5,000 people out of work, because that 
plant, that refinery, was contributing 3 
percent of the S02; that is, the sulfur 
dioxide, pollution in the Mexico City 
area. 

Mr. DREIER of California. It was 30 
percent, was it not? Thirty percent? 

Mr. KOLBE. Three percent of the 
total pollution in Mexico, 30 percent of 
sulfur dioxide; 3 percent of the total 
pollution in Mexico City caused by this 
one plant alone, and he was willing to 
confront a very tough political choice 
by putting 5,000 trade union people out 
of work. 

Of course, it turned out to be a popu
lar decision. The people want to clean 
up their environment in Mexico City. 
As President Salinas has said to us, 
and I am sure the gentleman has heard 
this before, he said: 

I do not want the children of Mexico City 
to have to draw the pictures of the sky with
out stars or Moon or Sun in it because they 
cannot see those things. 

Mr. DREIER of California. If I could 
reclaim my time, I think the gen
tleman makes a very good point. I 
think that as we look at argument 
after argument which has been pro
pounded concerning the cleanup of 
Mexico's environmental problems, I 
think the best testimonial is the fact 
that the gentleman from Arizona lit
erally represents the border. I think 
that our colleagues here in the House 
need to know that my friend from Ari
zona would in no way support this con
cept if he believed for a second that we 
would be exacerbating the environ
mental problems that exist in his dis
trict. 

I know one of the meetings we had 
with the President, one of our col
leagues said that in El Paso there was 
a great deal of concern about the oppo
sition that was emanating from some 

people in the business community say
ing what could they potentially burn 
right across that border that will be in
haled "by my 3-year-old child," and I 
think that we need to realize that, yes, 
there historically has been some prob
lem, the gravity issue as far as waste 
from Tijuana into California and 
Nogales is obviously of concern to us. 

But there needs to be a recognition 
that things do change, and under the 
tremendous economic reforms which 
are unprecedented that President Sali
nas has launched, we have also seen 
this unprecedented commitment to an 
environmental cleanup. It is as if they 
are looking directly to us as an exam
ple. 

For us now, as some of our colleagues 
here in the House are planning to do, 
to slap them in the face by preventing 
them from negotiating an agreement 
which clearly will benefit the peoples 
on both sides of the border would be a 
tremendous insult and, I believe, create 
an opportunity for a very, very tragic 
political climate in Mexico which is on 
the move and improving. 

I will be happy to yield further to my 
friend. 

Mr. KOLBE. I appreciate the gen
tleman yielding. 

The gentleman made a very good 
point that I think sometimes that 
maybe our colleagues need to think 
about a little bit, and that is that if 
they look at those who are supporting 
the concept of fast track and those who 
are supporting concluding a free-trade 
agreement, among the very strongest 
supporters are those along the border. 

I think of myself. I think of the gen
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN], 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. ORTIZ], 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. COLE
MAN], the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DE LA GARZA], the chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture, the gen
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. RICHARD
SON], and all of those very strong sup
porters of a free-trade agreement be
tween the United States and Mexico. 

As the gentleman pointed out, I 
would hope that our colleagues would 
give some credit to the fact that these 
Members who represent border dis
tricts who are the most impacted di
rectly day to day by the environment 
are supporting this. We must have 
some view that either, first, we are on 
the right track, or second, we know 
that we can only solve these problems 
if we have even better cooperation. 

That is the other point that I wanted 
to make. The bottom line, it seems to 
me, on the environment, and I would be 
interested to know if my colleague 
agrees with this, the bottom line is 
how can we expect a developing coun
try like Mexico to do better about the 
environment if we do not help increase 
the overall wealth of the country so 
that they can solve some of these prob
lems and apply some of their financial 
resources. I mean, the argument that 

somehow we are going to solve the en
vironmental problems by keeping them 
in poverty just absolutely mystifies 
me. 

Mr. DREIER of California. The gen
tleman is absolutely right. 

It is clear, as we improve the quality 
of life for the people of Mexico, en
hance their economic stature, they will 
naturally be enhancing the quality of 
life when it comes to the environment. 

I will never forget when we were de
bating the Clean Air Act here in the 
House, and people were talking about 
the potential problem as far as costs 
that would be increased dramatically. I 
said that there are a couple of benefits 
that are going to accrue directly to the 
United States of America in passage of 
the Clean Air Act. 

First, we would have a benefit ac
crued from the reduction in health care 
costs. Imagine what health care costs 
are today in Mexico because of the air 
quality problems that exist in Mexico 
City, or because of the other environ
mental problems that exist throughout 
the country. 

Another thing that we will have as a 
direct benefit here in the United States 
is that we, with this new technology 
which has been developed, is being sold 
throughout the world, and we have a 
new market for the environmental 
technological advances that we have 
made in the United States, and the sale 
of those kinds of devices to companies 
in Mexico to deal with meeting the 
constraints of their 1988 environmental 
law will benefit the United States, too, 
and that is something that cannot be 
ignored. 

Mr. KOLBE. The gentleman makes a 
good point. The United States is the 
leader in environmental technology. 
We lead the field not only in the devel
opment but in the sale of environ
mental service contracts and equip
ment, capital equipment, that deals 
with the environment. 
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States and a country like Mexico that 
is clearly committed to doing some
thing about this and wants to deal with 
the problem, is tremendous. It is just 
one more example about how exports 
benefit the United States and how ex
ports have helped the United States 
during this recession. 

The fact that we have kept this econ
omy going as strongly as we have dur
ing this recession has been because of 
the industry increase in exports from 
the United States. This is just one ex
ample. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Clearly, as 
we look at the global economy, as it 
exists today, yes, we do have problems 
with our economy. We have a very 
rough economy out there, domesti
cally. I am convinced we can provide a 
role in creating jobs, as long as we ex
port. From 1986 to today we have seen 
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a doubling of the exports from the 
United States to Mexico. 

My friend from Maryland says it is 
$14 to $28 billion in exports. However, it 
is basically a doubling. The Ambas
sador, Ambassador Negroponte told me 
$15 to $30 billion in exports. We know, 
as President Bush has pointed out, for 
every $1 billion in exports we create 
20,000 to 25,000 new jobs here in the 
United States, and that cannot be ig
nored. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DREIER of California. I yield to 
the gentlewoman from Maryland. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to make sure the gentleman gets the 
figures straight. The figures the gen
tleman uses on the increased trade be
tween the United States and Mexico 
are very phony figures. My friend from 
California knows it, and I know it. 

Mr. DREIER of California. If I could 
reclaim my time, Mr. Speaker, I do not 
know this. This is the information that 
has been provided to me, and to my 
friend from Arizona by our very distin
guished United States Ambassador to 
Mexico. I also read a wide range of 
other studies. 

Why is it that these are phony fig
ures? Why is it? I do not know. Perhaps 
the gentlewoman may know. I do not. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. As we have said on 
the floor here last week, that the in
crease in exports to Mexico from the 
United States, the increase was $14 bil
lion. However, the increase in imports 
into the United States was $10 billion. 
They were washouts of automobile 
component parts. So it was compo
nents going from here, going into Mex
ico, being assembled, and coming back. 
The $4 billion difference is machinery, 
equipment that is going down there to 
set up the new plants and staying, 
which means the jobs are going over 
there and staying over there. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Therefore, 
I would ask my friend, does she believe 
that there will not, with this free 
trade, be an increased market with 88 
million Mexicans, who desperately 
want many of the goods that are today 
produced in the United States. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. The goods from the 
United States are not going to be 
bought in Mexico because they are 
earning a dollar an hour or less in pay. 
They will not be able to afford it. We 
are smoking. 

Mr. DREIER. If I could reclaim my 
time on that, it is an argument which 
has been carried forward time and time 
again. 

I say what I have said before. A ris
ing tide lifts all ships. I am convinced 
that we are going to see economic op
portunity enhanced there. 

I see my friend, the gentleman from 
Arizona [Mr. KOLBE] champing at the 
bit. He must want to respond to that, 
and I yield to him. 

Mr. KOLBE. I appreciate the gen
tleman yielding, and I would like to en
gage the gentlwoman from Maryland in 
a little bit of this debate. 

What she is saying is, I am sure she 
must be aware of the fact, unless she 
has something that shows this is incor
rect or phony, that 70 cents of every 
Mexican dollar spent on the imports 
comes from the United States, 70 per
cent of all the imports come from the 
United States, is the gentlwoman 
aware of that? 

Mrs. BENTLEY. I do not disagree. I 
do not know that is a fact, but I will 
accept the gentleman's word on it. 

Mr. KOLBE. It is a fact, true, and 
been demonstrated over and over. The 
Mexicans have a proclivity in capital 
goods, consumer goods, and agricul
tural goods from buying from the Unit
ed States. 

Now if, indeed, free trade or anything 
that we do improves the economy of 
Mexico, is there some reason to believe 
that that economy approves and they 
are able to buy more, they will not 
continue to buy roughly at 70 percent 
levels from the United States? 

Mr. DREIER of California. I am 
happy to yield to my friend from Ari
zona [Mr. KOLBE] and would be happy 
to yield to my friend from Maryland 
[Mrs. BENTLEY] to respond. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Yes, their purchases would improve. 
But, but we may not have any manu
facturing left by the time that their 
economy has improved to the point 
that they can do it. We may only have 
agricultural goods left. We are losing. 

Mr. DREIER of California. If I could 
reclaim my time, is the gentlewoman 
from Maryland arguing that we are 
going to have no manufacturing capa
bility left in the strongest, most pros
perous democratic republic on the face 
of the Earth? 

Mrs. BENTLEY. If the gentleman 
will continue to yield, is the gentleman 
aware of how much manufacturing ca
pability we have lost? Does the gen
tleman have any of his people, any blue 
collar people, who are dependent upon 
manufacturing, who are out of work 
today? Perhaps the gentleman does 
not. I have lots of them. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Of course, 
I do. We all do. That is why I think 
that it is very important if we are 
going to compete with the emerging 
trading blocs in Western Europe and 
the Pacific Rim, that we recognize that 
we as a country cannot stand alone. We 
have to take advantage of both labor 
and the market that exists in Mexico, 
and couple that with our capital and 
our technology. 

I think that it would be very short
sighted for members to do anything 
other than that. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. If the gentleman 
will continue to yield, so we are going 

to develop it all down there, and we 
will let it up here go to pot? 

Mr. DREIER of California. I say to 
my friend, I have no plans to develop at 
all down there and let it go to pot up 
here. That is not our goal. Our goal is 
to improve both sides of the border. 

I am convinced, if we look at it, the 
average tariff from the United States 
into Mexico is 10 percent. The average 
tariff from Mexico into the United 
States is 4 percent. It is clear that we 
are going to have a tremendous benefit 
accrued because the lessening of that 
10-percent tariff is going to increase 
the market opportunity for U.S. manu
factured goods there as opposed to 
where it is today. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DREIER of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from Mississippi. 
. Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 

Speaker, with that in mind, and cer
tainly my friend from Maryland does 
not need any help, but if the tariff has 
a 6 percent difference between going 
into Mexico and coming back, and Ire
call that the President just submitted 
a budget that was about $300 billion in 
deficit, and that out Nation is spending 
$500 million a day in interest on the na
tional debt, perhaps we could raise our 
tariff to the same rate as the Mexicans, 
and therefore, lessen the buren on the 
people of America, as far as trying to 
balance our budget. 

Mr. DREIER of California. If this is a 
proposal that my friend is offering, it 
is something which I think would be 
very narrow-minded, because we have 
got to recognize that the unification 
which is taking place amongst our 
friends in the Far East, including Ma
laysia, Indonesia, Singapore, Hong 
Kong, Taiwan, Korea, is something 
which creates a tremendous threat. 
Yes; a threat to the United States if we 
do not unite with the Americas to deal 
specifically with this. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will yield, I find that argument 
fascinating. I think I heard an echo or 
replay, if there had been recording de
vices in the 1930's in the House of Rep
resentatives by arguments made by 
members of my party to pass the 
Smoot-Hawley tariff, probably the 
most disastrous piece of legislation 
passed in this century, that changed 
what probably would have been a deep 
recession into the great depression we 
had in the country. The argument was 
that we must have the revenues be
cause we have a deficit in the country, 
and jacked our tariffs up by as much as 
100 percent, and this of course led to a 
total collapse of world trade, instanta
neous retaliation from countries 
around the world against the United 
States, a total collapse of the world 
trade, and the worst depression in the 
history of the United States. 

What the gentleman is arguing is to 
stop trade, saying we should not trade 
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with other countries, stop trading with 
other countries. 

Mr. DREIER of California. If my 
friend would like to respond, I am 
happy to yield to the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. TAYLOR]. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. For 
starters, the gentleman is advocating 
doing away with a 4-percent tariff that 
we are collecting now. 

My question is, with a Nation that is 
already running a $300 billion deficit, 
unfortunately I think everyone in this 
room is probably preaching to the 
choir in favor of a balanced budget, but 
not passing one. We are spending $500 
million a day that does not educate a 
child, cure a disease, pave a highway, 
or defend our borders. 
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money. If you cut that 4 percent, do we 
borrow more money to make up the 
difference or do we tax our fellow 
Americans even more to make up for 
giving the folks south of the border a 
break? 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DREIER of California. I am 
happy to yield to my friend, the gen
tleman from Arizona. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, there is no 
question, and that is the first time I 
even heard that argument raised, be
cause I think even the opponents of 
fast track or free trade would acknowl
edge that doing away with the tariff is 
not going to be that much of a revenue 
problem. In fact, because as we have 
seen from the rise of exports from the 
United States, it will actually result in 
a substantial increase in the amount of 
revenue to the Federal Government. 

I would point out while our trade
weighted tariff with Mexico is about 4 
percent, their tariff is still about 9 or 
10 percent, more than double ours. If 
they come down to zero, the oppor
tunity for us to do exports are at least 
twice as much as their opportunity to 
do exports to the United States. So we 
are going to benefit more in the short 
term from getting them to reduce their 
exports to zero. 

Mr. DREIER of California. The gen
tleman makes a very excellent point, 
recognizing there will be a market 
there. We have seen a tremendous in
crease that has just been shown since 
1986 in the market itself in Mexico for 
United States goods in that the devel
opment of United States products there 
has seen 80 percent of the purchases 
coming from the United States. 

So the idea is that as we increase 
that export market, I would say to my 
friend, we will be enhancing the reve
nues to the Treasury because we will 
be strengthening the United States 
economically, and I think the evidence 
of that has been shown from 1986 to 
today, based on the track record that 
we have. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DREIER of California. I am 
happy to yield to my friend, the gentle
woman from Maryland. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman mentioned that our tariff 
was 4 percent and Mexico's is 10 per
cent to date. Does Mexico belong to our 
GATT right now? 

Mr. DREIER of California. Yes, Mex
ico is a new member of the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Is not the purpose of 
GATT to have equal duty, equal tariffs 
on commodities, moving in and out of 
countries and equal procedures? Why 
then is Mexico as a member of GATT 
today having a 6 percent higher tariff 
on our goods than we are on theirs? 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tlewoman will yield, as the gentle
woman knows, GATT has special provi
sions for different countries who are 
developing countries, and Mexico 
joined GATT in 1986. They have a long 
transition period into GATT, so their 
tariffs remain higher. 

Under a free-trade agreement, they 
will come down much more rapidly, so 
we would benefit from it. 

Mr. DREIER of California. The goal 
of the General Agreement on Tariffs 
and Trade, of course, is not to increase, 
but to reduce barriers; so members of 
GATT clearly want to see an oppor
tunity for barriers to be reduced. 

May I ask my friend, the gentle
woman from Maryland, is she a pro
ponent of proceeding with the GATT 
talks? 

Mrs. BENTLEY. No, I am not, and let 
me tell the gentleman why; because 
GATT has existed for some time now. 
You know, the only country that be
longs to GATT that has adhered to all 
the rules and tariffs is the United 
States of America. The only country 
that has adhered to all those is the 
United States. As a result of it, we 
have lost more jobs than any other 
country. 

Mr. DREIER of California. We con
tinue to set a very bold example. I 
think that still looking towards there
duction of barriers and a recognition 
that we are today in a global economy 
is the direction that we should head in. 

The fact that we have had a greater 
degree of compliance than other na
tions does not mean we can ignore it. If 
you take that strategy and put it fur
ther, some would argue that we should 
have gotten out of the United Nations. 
The United Nations played a very im
portant role in bringing about the Per
sian Gulf resolution and the support we 
had there; so I think that because we 
are the model and because we are com
plying with everything does not mean 
that we should all of a sudden ignore it 
and turn our backs on improving the 
economic opportunity for consumers in 
the United States and throughout the 
world. 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DREIER of California. I am 
happy to yield to my friend, the gen
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me. 

I just want to say, I think this dis
cussion is very beneficial and I think a 
great deal of intensity has developed 
on the subject. 

I have and continue to have some res
ervations. I think they are more about 
what the ultimate product of negotia
tions may be than whether or not we 
should go forward with negotiations. 

Mr. DREIER of California. I think 
my friend makes an extraordinarily 
good point. I think the fact this point 
is being made and the fact that so 
much time is being spent here in the 
Congress talking about the final prod
uct as opposed to just the process itself 
signals that the U.S. Congress is clear
ly going to be involved in talking with 
and working with our negotiating 
team. 

Mr. EMERSON. Indeed, if the gen
tleman will yield further, the President 
has written to each of us and given us 
assurances that that will occur. 

I want to say that I share very deeply 
the concerns expressed by the gentle
woman from Maryland. You know, we 
are having this vote now at this time 
not just as it relates to the Mexican
American free-trade proposition, but to 
extend negotiations with regard to 
GATT and the GATT process. This is 
necessary because GATT produced by a 
deadline of last December an agree
ment that the United States could not 
buy off on, would not buy off on, did 
not buy off on. Much to the relief, I 
might say of American agriculture, 
that the administration did not accept 
what GATT produced and indeed re
jected it is one of the reasons that they 
are now here asking for this authority 
once again. 

I must say that I think that works to 
the favor of the President and the ad
ministration that they rejected the un
acceptable agreement last December 
and are here simply asking for author
ity to negotiate further and to try to 
bring us an improved agreement. 

But I want to say, I still have grave 
reservations. I have not made an abso
lute commitment as to how I am going 
to vote here on Thursday, but the con
cerns expressed by the gentlewoman 
from Maryland are very, very valid and 
legitimate. 

Now, we are talking more here I 
think about nontariff trade barriers 
than we are about tariff trade barriers. 
I think tariff trade barriers can rather 
easily be negotiated, but we are all fa
miliar with the example of rice in 
Japan where an American rice proc
essor was showing his wares at a Japa
nese food show and was almost thrown 
in jail, arrested and charged, at least 
ostensibly charged with undermining 
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the security of Japan by promoting or 
trying to promote the sale of American 
rice in that country. 

Now, that does not have anything to 
do with tariffs. That has to do with a 
law that flat out bans the importation 
in Japan of American rice. 

Mr. DREIER of California. If I can re
claim my time, Mr. Speaker, I think it 
is very important for us to recognize 
that Vice President QUAYLE has just 
been in Japan raising issues such as 
this. The fact that he is there and we 
are on the floor of the Congress talking 
about this and there is outrage over it, 
I believe will play a major role in im
proving what is obviously a situation 
which none of us support or encourage. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DREIER of California. I am 
happy to yield to my friend, the gen
tleman from Arizona. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the gentleman yielding to me. 

I just want to underscore a point that 
the gentleman from Missouri made and 
related to something the gentlewoman 
from Maryland was saying a moment 
earlier. As he said there, we did not 
reach an agreement on GATT last De
cember that we could live with. We did 
not reach this agreement. I think that 
proves that our negotiators have been 
looking after American interests. They 
have been tough and they have been 
willing to walk away from the table 
when we did not get what we needed to 
be in our interest. 

The point that I want to relate to 
what the gentlewoman from Maryland 
said as I am not quite sure that I un
derstand what her trade policy is. I 
have heard her through the years dis
cuss this. I think what she is talking 
about is fair trade, a better shake for 
the United States. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. That is exactly 
right. 

Mr. EMERSON. Now, how is it that 
the gentlewoman from Maryland in
tends to get a better shake for the 
United States, a better deal for the 
United States, if we say in advance 
that we are not going to sit down and 
talk about this subject? I do not under
stand how we get there if we are not 
willing to talk about it. 

Mr. DREIER of California. I think 
my friend makes an extraordinarily 
good point and again the fact that we 
are discussing this, the fact that we 
have a history of not accepting a bad 
agreement and the fact that President 
Bush has responded with a voluminous 
package to the letter sent to him by 
the chairman of the Senate Finance 
Committee, Senator BENTSEN, and the 
chairman of our Ways and Means Com
mittee, the gentleman from illinois 
[Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI], raising these con
cerns as they relate to agriculture, the 
environment, displaced workers and 
labor, indicates to me they are not 
about to come back here and have us 

vote for an agreement which sells our 
workers down the pike, which pollutes 
or which hurts those in the agricul
tural area. 
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And I think that people who are try

ing to utilize the scare tactics that this 
is what is going to happen are so far off 
base. 

I see my friend from Arizona has 
orought with him something that I got 
in my mail today too, and we should 
probably drink a toast with. I had this 
package delivered today. 

Mr. KOLBE. The gentleman should 
tell them what this is about. 

Mr. DREIER of California. I yield to 
my friend from Arizona so that he can 
give an explanation of this package 
that says "Danger DDT" on the bottle. 

Mr. KOLBE. Of course, the piece of 
paper says it is really not DDT. This is 
the kind of scare tactics that I think 
the people on the other side have been 
using to try to convince people that 
somehow agricultural products coming 
from Mexico are treated in some dif
ferent fashion, by suggesting that they 
are using all kinds of pesticides and 
other elements on those products that 
are not permissible in the United 
States. 

The fact of the matter is if the prod
uct is not permissible in the United 
States, it cannot be permissible on ag
ricultural products coming into the 
United States. I would point out fact 
No.2: USDA does a higher level of test
ing, that is, they test with a greater 
sample of food products, agricultural 
products coming from overseas, from 
Mexico, than they do domestically. 

And I would point out the third fact, 
that the rate of violation or error or 
noncompliance is lower, lower on the 
agricultural products coming from 
Mexico than it is from those in the 
United States. 

Mr. DREIER of California. What they 
have actually claimed in this flier that 
is attached to this bottle which they 
sent along with this that says "DDT" 
on it, it says that DDT will be slath
ered on the fruits and vegetables which 
we will be eating. Again, as my friend 
points out, if you look at the fact that 
it is illegal here, it is illegal in Mexico, 
with one exception, and that is where 
it deals with malaria, where malaria is 
rampant. This is not going to be put on 
here. But they are using these tactics 
to try to convince people that simply 
saying we should sit down at the nego
tiating table would all of a sudden give 
us fruits and vegetables slathered with 
DDT. Again, it is absolutely ludicrous 
for people to resort to these kinds of 
scare tactics in trying to lobby our col
leagues. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. I am curi-

ous. I am curious. Do not the Mexicans 
also have laws against drugs? 

Mr. DREIER of California. Yes, the 
Mexicans have laws against drugs. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. I have 
heard now that they do a wonderful job 
of enforcing the agricultural laws and 
do a wonderful job of enforcing the pol
lution laws. But, you know, based on 
their performance of enforcing the drug 
laws, I would have a little trouble be
lieving that. 

Mr. DREIER of California. I would 
ask my friend, reclaiming my time, 
does the United States of America have 
laws against the use of illegal drugs? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. If the 
gentleman will let me finish. 

Mr. DREIER of California. I pose 
that question to my friend. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. I think 
we do a. heck of a lot better than our 
friends south of the border. And to re
inforce a point made very well by the 
gentlewoman from Maryland and the 
gentleman from Missouri, one of the 
problems that we have had in the inter
national community is that being the 
rule of law we have a great deal of re
spect for the law. We enforce the law, 
whether it is George Bush or someone 
in Purvis, MS. We do not have that sort 
of respect for the law in other nations. 

If something goes on the books, we 
are going to live by it. I have not seen 
that with respect to Mexico. 

Mr. DREIER of California. The gen
tleman is absolutely right that histori
cally there has been a problem in the 
area of drug enforcement, environ
mental enforcement, problems with ag
riculture in Mexico. But it is very clear 
that we are seeing improvements in all 
three areas, and there have been dra
matic moves. My friend from Arizona 
and I have served for the past several 
years on the United States/Mexico 
Interparliamentary Conference. We 
meet with our counterparts who serve 
in the Congress and Mexico. 

The indications that we have are 
that there has been a great deal of im
provement, just as there has been im
provement in the environment. No, it 
is not perfect and it is not perfect in 
the United States, but because there 
are problems that exist that does not 
mean that we should penalize consum
ers in the United States who are hop
ing to buy products and also to im
prove the situation for the consumers 
of Mexico. 

I yield to my friend, the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

Mr. KOLBE. Well, it strikes me that 
of all the issues that one might raise, 
that would be the one, if I were an op
ponent of fast tract or free trade with 
Mexico, I do not think I would get into 
what a terrific job on drug enforcement 
in the United States vis-a-vis Mexico. I 
mean if you want to compare the two 
countries, the number of drug abusers 
in Mexico actually is a tiny fraction of 
the drug abusers in the United States. 
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We have got our own problems with 
drugs. 

My point, however, that this gen
tleman was trying to make, my point 
was not that Mexico is doing such a 
fantastic job in enforcing agricultural 
products, but we do a good job of it. We 
do a good job at the border. We have a 
system, and it works. Mexico, because 
they want to-at least those products 
that they want to import into the 
United States, they know they are 
going to have to comply. And the pro
ducers, not the government, the pro
ducers down there, knowing that they 
are going to be tested coming into the 
United States, do comply with that. 

So we do have very good agricultural 
enforcement. Mexico is not exactly the 
only country that we import agricul
tural products from. We do this for 
Chile with Chilean grapes, we do it for 
products coming in from all kinds of 
countries. So we do have a system, and 
it does work. 

Mr. DREIER of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. EMERSON. Perhaps the gen
tleman could enlighten me. Who does 
the gentleman really suppose is going 
to negotiate this agreement? 

Mr. DREIER of California. Well, if 
you look at the team of negotiators 
that we have, it is going to be headed 
by Ambassador Carla Hills, who has a 
very distinguished record. She now 
serves as our U.S. Trade Representa
tive. She has served in a number of ad
ministrations in the past. She was for
merly Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development. She is a Californian, I 
am proud to say. 

She is one who, as we have all seen 
on television, and my friend from Ari
zona and I have attended numerous 
meetings with Ambassador Hills; she is 
a very topnotch individual who has, as 
her top priority, the interests of the 
United States of America as she sits 
down to try to reduce the barriers that 
exist. 

We also have met with the negotiator 
on the Mexico side, Dr. Hermenio Blan
co, who is a very distinguished citizen 
in Mexico. My friend from Arizona and 
I were with him last night. 

I should say I have, as I know my 
friend from Arizona has, have raised 
consistently the concerns that we have 
on this issue. He has made a personal 
commitment to me, as I know he has 
made to my friend from Arizona and 
others in this House, that he is inter
ested in addressing our concerns. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

Mr. EMERSON. I do not deny any
thing that the gentleman says about 
the good intentions and professional
ism and patriotism of the people who 
are going to be neogitating this agree
ment, but I prefer not to trust men or 
women but rather to trust the laws. I 
think the pudding here is going to be in 
the agreement that is arrived at and 

not in who is negotiating the agree
ment. 

But let me say this: I asked the ques
tion that I asked because there is a 
perception problem out there in the 
country. The gentleman from Arizona 
has heard me raise this question be
fore. 

The perception is that Commerce and 
Agriculture and the Trade Office really 
did not have much to do in the ulti
mate analysis with trade. They are al
ways rolled over by State and Defense. 
Where there is a foreign policy need, it 
is usually immediate and we clamor in 
to accommodate that foreign policy 
need and find a way to dispense with 
yet another American industry or a 
segment of it. I am going to be looking 
to see if we have adequate guarantees 
in whatever agreement is arrived at 
that will preclude that sort of thing. 

Mr. DREIER of California. I think 
the gentleman makes the point as to 
why it is important that we move 
ahead with fast track, because the gen
tleman will not even have an oppor
tunity to pass that judgment, to make 
that determination if we do not allow 
the negotiating process to move for
ward, because I reserve the right to ex
press the same concerns that my friend 
from Missouri does. I do not want to 
see us get into a bad agreement that 
ignores the concerns of Commerce, 
that ignores the concerns of Agri
culture. The No. 1 industry in my State 
of California is agriculture. I have sat 
down with many people in the agri
culture industry in California, and 
they have given their concerns to me. I 
have raised them with our negotiators. 

I have said if these concerns are not 
addressed, I will vote against the 
agreement. I believe that people are 
aware of that. 

So the gentleman has just made a 
very good case for proceeding with 
fast-track authority through the exec
utive branch. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my friend, the 
gentlewoman from Maryland. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. I am very glad the 
gentleman is letting me have a little 
bit of time. 

I have listened to all four of the gen
tleman for some time now. 

Fast track means what, I ask the 
gentleman from California? 

Mr. DREIER of California. Fast track 
is a misnomer. Fast track should not 
be called fast track. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. What does it mean? 
Mr. DREIER of California. Fast track 

simply means that the President of the 
United States is, under this 1974 act, 
granted the authority to sit down and 
negotiate an agreement with our part
ner and come back with an agreement 
that can either be voted for or against. 
That package, that negotiated agree
ment, comes back to the Congress. The 
gentlewoman from Maryland, assuming 
she is a Member of that Congress that 
will be bringing it back, the gentleman 

from Missouri [Mr. EMERSON], the gen
tleman from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE], the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. TAY
LOR], and this gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DREIER] will all have the op
portunity to, as every other Member of 
this House, to vote for or against the 
agreement. 
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We will all have a say, assuming we 

are a Member of that Congress as it 
comes back. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman would yield, we would have 
no opportunity to make any sugges
tions or changes or improveme11ts or 
amendments. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, reclaiming my time, the fact 
of the matter is, the case has been 
made over and over again. Do we want 
535 Members of the United States Con
gress to be able to ensure that no 
agreement will ever come about? The 
best way we can do that is to try to ne
gotiate an agreement without fast
track authority. 

No free trade agreement has been ne
gotiated unless it has been under the 
fast-track authority. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE]. 

Mr. KOLBE. The gentlewoman knows 
that in the Canadian Free-Trade Agree
ment negotiations, that indeed Con
gress did have input. Indeed in the last 
90 days of that negotiation, Congress 
basically on an informal basis rejected 
it. Said, we are not going to accept this 
if you do not go back and make some 
changes to it, and gave very specific in
structions about the areas where we 
needed to make changes. So Congress 
had an opportunity to get its input 
into that agreement and to make sure 
that we got something that was accept
able. 

That informal process goes on 
throughout the negotiation process. 
Ambassador Hills, President Bush, the 
administration knows that there is no 
sense negotiating something that is 
satisfactory to them but is going to be 
rejected by 218 Members of the House 
of Representatives or 51 Senators. You 
do not have an agreement under those 
circumstances. There has to be this 
constant communication with the com
mittees. 

So there is an opportunity for that to 
happen, that process to happen. No, it 
does mean you do not amend it. You do 
not bring it to the floor and have 
amendments at the very end. 

I would point out, if I might just fin
ish my point, on the Caribbean Basin 
Initiative, that is what happened. An 
agreement that was brought back to 
the floor of the House, 90 percent of it 
was gutted on the floor of Congress. We 
ended up with almost nothing, and 
countries know that if they do not go 
through this process in the fast-track 
process, they never know where the 
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bottom line is. When do they know 
when they have an agreement if they 
think it is going to get changed on the 
floor. If you were the negotiator for 
some other country or if you were Am
bassador Hills, you would say, I better 
not give away the bottom line because 
it is going to get made on the floor of 
the House of Representatives or the 
floor of the U.S. Senate. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I think my friend makes a 
very good point. To look at the dispar
ity between the United States-Canada 
Free Trade Agreement and the much
heralded Caribbean Basin issue, which 
was debated during the 1980's, we all 
very much wanted to see this tremen
dous improvement where we were able 
to see the rising tide lift all ships and 
to help those tiny countries in the Car
ibbean emerge. And yet only 10 percent 
of what it is that we wanted in the ne
gotiating process came about because 
of the fact that Congress created so 
many problems with it. If we do, in 
fact, want to bring about a free-trade 
agreement with our neighbors to the 
south, Mexico, we will only be able to 
do it if they have fast track authority. 

In fact, the chief negotiator of Mex
ico and others have clearly said, unless 
fast-track authority is granted, we will 
not be able to bring about an agree
ment, because they recognize the track 
record that we have seen. 

I yield to the gentlewoman from 
Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY]. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to read to my colleagues five 
points, since they brought up the Cana
dian Free-Trade Agreement. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, we are rapidly approaching 
the end of this special order, but I 
would be happy to continue yielding to 
the gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. 
BENTLEY]. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, Canada 
demands in Federal court that we ac
cept their asbestos, claiming that our 
safety standards are too high. That is 
going on right now. Canada has noti
fied the Energy Committee of the Sen
ate in April, last month, that two pro
posed laws contain discriminatory pro
visions against Canadian products. 
Tantamount to a line-item veto by a 
foreign government over our laws. 

Canada dumped subsidized pork. 
However, before the binational panel 
when the United States appealed, the 
board loaded 3 to 2 in favor of the Ca
nadian representatives, the Canadians 
claimed the subsidy was welfare and 
continue to dump. There is no appeal 
procedure there. 

USDA inspections were found to be 
too rigid under the agreement and 
downgraded, requiring inspection of 
only 1 in 15 trucks. Even when samples 
were found to be contaminated, the 
rest of the shipment was not inspected. 
And finally, under GATT rules, Canada 
is challenging our beer distribution 

system, our labeling system and the 
handling of U.S. excise taxes. And with 
all of these challenges, Buy America 
goes down the tube under these proce
dures. 

Mr. KOLBE. If the gentleman would 
yield, the only point I could think of is 
I think this is probably the best thing 
that Prime Minister Mulroney could 
probably have said. He is getting beat
en up in Mexico for having given away 
an agreement that is terribly bad for 
Canada and weighted heavily in the 
United States favor. I am just de
lighted to hear that, for I am sure 
Prime Minister Mulroney is delighted 
to hear that he got such a good deal 
out of the thing. 

I guess it just points to the fact that 
everybody thinks that somehow they 
lost out in this because most of the 
complaints on this agreement have cer
tainly been from Canada, not from the 
United States. 

The gentlewoman from Maryland 
pointed out some of the reasons why 
we have the processes that we do for 
settling these disputes. We have good 
dispute mechanisms, settlement mech
anisms in there so that we can deal 
with these things. Sometimes they get 
a little complicated but we have those. 
We resolve most of those things ami
cably. 

There are always going to be things 
we differ on. The bottom line is, we are 
both being enriched by the fact that we 
have more trade going on between our 
two countries then we had before. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I think my friend makes a 
very good point. 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to just throw this out: The process, we 
have a letter from the President advis
ing us that Congress will be in con
stant consultation with the nego
tiators, as this whole GATT, Mexican 
free trade thing moves forward. I be
lieve that. I have been to Geneva when 
the old negotiations were going on, del
egations from the Agriculture Commit
tee were regularly sent over there, in
vited over there. And we told the Euro
peans and the Japanese and other trad
ing partners that some of the positions 
that they were taking were not flying 
well back home, and they would have 
to modify them, which they did not. 

Consequently, the GATT agreement 
that fell through last December was 
never submitted to Congress. I cite 
that as evidence that I think we have 
to have a little faith in the process, 
and I agree with the gentleman from 
Arizona [Mr. KOLBE], if I may say to 
the gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. 
BENTLEY], that if we do not go forward 
and negotiate, we are not going to have 
anything to talk about. I feel that we 
must go forward with the process, even 
though we may not like the end prod
uct, but we are going to have an oppor
tunity. 

Bear in mind this is not a treaty that 
only the Senate can act upon. It is an 
agreement that both Houses will have 
to vote upon. 

Mr. DREIER of California. I thank 
my friend for his contribution. We are 
rapidly approaching the end of this 
hour. I would like to say that I, like 
my friend from Arizona, who has his 
great thick volume which he carries 
around with all the facts and figures on 
this, I had some eloquence that I want
ed to share with my colleagues here on 
this issue, but I have got to say that I 
am happy I was not able to. 

I think that this has been a very in
teresting debate. I should say that my 
friend from California [Mr. 
ROHRABACHER] has just joined us. I SUS

pect that we might be able to continue 
this under another special order. I do 
not know who else has requested time. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my friend 
from Long Beach, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. ROHRABACHER]. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I 
would just like to note that histori
cally those countries that have been 
courageous enough to reach out and to 
try to establish new trading relation
ships with other peoples have been the 
countries that have prospered and led 
mankind and been the makers of 
human history. 

The Chinese at one time in human 
history were far beyond anybody else's 
technology and their social develop
ment, but they pulled in and they be
came internally focused and they were 
protecting their sacred institutions. 

This type pf protectionism led to 
nothing but a decline that changed 
human history. The countries that 
have courage, at least enough to exam
ine the possibilities, that is all that 
fast-track is talking about. That is all 
we are talking about with our negotia
tions with Mexico. 

Let us examine the possibilities that 
there may be some benefit and see if we 
can· reach a mutually beneficial agree
ment. This is what will propel mankind 
into higher standards of living. If we do 
not have the courage to do that, we are 
indeed going to fall behind other coun
tries and other areas of the world. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank my friend for his ex
traordinarily eloquent contribution. I 
think it points to the fact, where are 
we as a country going to be headed in 
the future? Are we going to try to 
stand alone, 50 States competing with 
the emerging trading blocks of Western 
Europe, which are going to be taking 
advantage of the breadbasket of Eu
rope, Turkey, and the 100-million 
strong labor force and ultimately the 
market of Eastern and Central Europe 
and the trading blocks of the Far East? 
Or are we going to try to stand alone 
without unifying? 
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Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, specifi
cally on that point, it makes me think 
very strongly of something that the 
President said this morning at the 
White House to a group of Members 
that are undecided, including the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. EMERSON] in 
that group. As the President pointed 
out, President Perez from Venezuela 
had been in to see him not long before, 
and the president of Venezuela, "We 
are watching this vote with great in
terest." He said, "if this is defeated, it 
is not just a blow to Mexico or to the 
United States-Mexico relationship. It 
says everything about where the Unit
ed States is going with regard to 
Central and Latin America." 

Mr. Speaker, just to finish my point, 
I have heard this from people over and 
over in Latin America. They said, "If 
you defeat this, what you are saying is 
all the rhetoric you have been preach
ing all these years to Latin America 
about privatizing, opening up their 
economies, political reform, is for 
naught. It means nothing. It is just 
rhetoric. You do not intend to have 
better trade relations." 

Mr. DREIER of California. The gen
tleman makes an excellent point. If 
one looks at the March agreement 
signed by Uruguay, Paraguay, Brazil, 
and Argentina to create their own free 
bloc, if we ignore this, we are going to 
prevent the United States of America 
from having the opportunity to ulti
mately take advantage of that new 
trading bloc which is developing. This 
is expanding throughout the Americas 
today, and if we attempt to stand 
alone, ignoring the movement of the 
marketplace, ignoring the movement 
of the global economy, we would be 
hurting our workers, our consumers, 
and I believe the rest of the free world. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank my friends for 
their contributions on this. I hope we 
will be able to continue this discussion 
under another special order~ 

FAST TRACK NOT GOOD FOR 
AMERICA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SKAGGS). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Mississippi 
[Mr. TAYLOR] is recognized for 5 min
utes. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to remind Members of 
the Congress of the United States that 
article I, section 8 of the Constitution, 
says that Congress shall have the 
power to regulate commerce with for
eign nations and among the several 
States. 

The issue that will be discussed on 
Thursday is whether or not this Con
gress wishes to give away its constitu
tional authority, whether this Con
gress wishes to shirk its responsibility. 

Mr. Speaker, I think the people of 
America should think about this and 

ask themselves how many of them own 
an American-made wristwatch, an 
American-made stereo, an American
made VCR, or an American-made fax 
machine? There are none. There are 
none made here. 

Last year in the United States of 
America 96 percent of all the shipbuild
ing was for the Department of Defense. 
In the past 10 years we have gone from 
the world's greatest lender to the 
world's greatest borrower. Many of 
those reasons are because our money is 
flowing overseas. 

In 1964, one of the most honorable 
men to ever occupy the Presidency of 
the United States, when the issue of 
fair trade was being brought up then, 
and then on the subject of whether or 
not to buy rails internationally and 
save money on building the Trans
continental Railroad, or buy them do
mestically and help our economy, was 
quoted as saying, "If we buy steel rail 
from England, we have the rail, and 
they have the money; but if we buy it 
from ourselves, we have both the rail 
and the money." 

Mr. Speaker, no one can tell us where 
the revenues that would be lost by cut
ting American tariffs would be made 
up, but I can assure you it would not be 
through the Donald Trumps of Amer
ica. It would go to the middle class and 
lower class, as always. No one can tell 
me to what benefit a house full of 
cheaply made foreign goods would be, 
if none of us have a job good enough to 
send our children to college, or if they 
have no opportunity to look forward to 
once they graduate. 

SAY NO TO FAST TRACK 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY] 
is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to take a few minutes to summa
rize some of the points that I was not 
able to get in the previous discussion 
in connection with the whole fast
track procedure. 

Mr. Speaker, everyone should under
stand that the vote on fast track 
means that we will fast-track negotia
tions not only on the Mexican free
trade agreement, but also on GATT. 
That is very important. 

Under the expanded GATT, the Euro
pean Commission is making demands 
already. They have already said this is 
what they are going to do. They want 
to end all Buy American laws, both 
Federal and State; they intend to end 
all minority set-aside contracts; they 
intend to end subsidized water to U.S. 
farmers; they intend to obtain an in
crease in grazing fees to farmers using 
Federal land, and that is throughout 
the West. 

Mr. Speaker, I grew up in the West, 
and I know how important the use of 

that grazing land is to those farmers 
out in the West. 

Mr. Speaker, Buy American has been 
something that many of us have fought 
for and talked about on this floor for a 
long time. We feel that having this in
cluded in many of our appropriations 
bills at least will provide some employ
ment for Americans, at least will mean 
the spending of some Federal dollars in 
America, and some of this money then 
will find its way into the various tax
ing arenas that we have in the United 
States. 

Thirty-nine cents out of every dollar 
spent in the United States goes to 
taxes, and when we have Buy American 
requirements, this means that 39 per
cent of that money will go into the 
various types of taxes. As I said, these 
include the Federal Treasury, the 
State treasury, the local treasury, our 
unemployment compensation, Social 
Security, et cetera, et cetera. So these 
are some important points to remem
ber. 

Mr. Speaker, according to a trade 
journal, at a Columbia Institute meet
ing, Corrado Pirzio-Biroli, Deputy Head 
of the EC Commission's Delegation to 
the United States, said the question is 
whether the U.S. Federal Government 
can deliver the States. He said that 
Buy American statutes at the Federal, 
State, and local level have excluded EC 
companies from competing for an esti
mated $200 billion a year in Govern
ment contracts. 

Mr. Speaker, that tells me that they 
intend to challenge all Government 
contract work, that all foreign con
tractors will be able to come in and bid 
against American contractors in this 
country, both on a Federal .and a State 
level. 

Mr. Speaker, I question whether our 
contractors are going to be very happy 
to learn that, to be aware of this kind 
of competjtion. But they need to know 
it. 

Mr. Speaker, there is a USTR letter 
from Julius Katz about the agreement 
on government procurement. It states: 

The Code commits central governments to 
provide national treatment in government 
procurement for products and suppliers of 
other signatory countries. In accordance 
with this general commitment and other 
terms of the agreement, signatories elimi
nate any requirements which favor national 
suppliers or products over the suppliers or 
products of other signatories, such as "Buy 
American" requirements in the United 
States." 

Once again, this means that our in
dustries will not have any special con
sideration whatsoever. It means that 
the door is wide open, construction, 
manufacturing, et cetera, and Amer
ican competition will not have any 
standing at all that will enhance it in 
any way. 

Mr. Speaker, we know that our 
standard of living is much higher than 
many of those that will be competing 
against us, and we know that, there-
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fore, our costs have to be somewhat 
higher. The States which have restric
tions, that now have Buy American re
quirements, are the ones that will 
probably lose out: Alabama, Colorado, 
Hawaii, Illinois, Iowa, Louisiana, 
Maryland, Minnesota, Montana, New 
Jersey, North Carolina, Oklahoma, 
Rhode Island, Virginia, Wisconsin, 
California, Georgia, Idaho, Indiana, 
Kentucky, Maine, Massachusetts, Mis
sissippi, New Hampshire, New York and 
New York City, North Dakota, Penn
sylvania, South Dakota, West Virginia, 
and the District of Columbia. 

0 2010 
Then there are several States which 

have a 5-percent price preference for 
in-State suppliers. That will be elimi
nated. Alaska, Arkansas, Wyoming, 
Kansas, Arizona, New Mexico, and Ne
braska. And on and on it goes. 

State and local government procure
ment represents 70 percent of the total 
U.S. procurement, Mr. Speaker, and 
Federal funding to the States and local 
governments represents 16 percent of 
the annual expenditures of State and 
local governments. And such Federal 
standing is usually conditioned by the 
respect of the BAR, mandated by Con
gress. This means that this can be at
tacked. 

Then, so far as the small business 
set-aside goes, the GATT code contains 
a U.S. reservation indicating that it 
does not apply to small and minority 
business set-asides. According to fig
ures of the Federal Procurement Data 
Center, small -and disadvantaged busi
nesses are currently obtaining between 
25 and 30 percent of total Federal pro
curement. That will be down the tubes. 

And then in the utilities and public 
works arena, that also will have no 
standing. Any'Qody will be able to come 
in. Foreign bidders will not be excluded 
any longer in this area. 

Then one final point that I want to 
make tonight is on molybdenum. That 
is a very special metal. Super-alloys 
used in aero-engine gas turbines con
tain a significant amount of molyb
denum. The cheaper U.S. BAR impacts 
negatively on the competitiveness of 
European Community aero-engine 
manufacturers. But if GATT applies, 
that means that we will not be able to 
keep that product at a cheaper cost in 
the United States. We will have to give 
our competitors the same kind of price. 

So these are some of the problems 
and some of the changes that will come 
if GATT and the Mexican free trade 
agreements go through as is presently 
planned. 

I just think, Mr. Speaker, that every
body should be aware of what the final 
impact will be. 

Mr. Speaker, I include a number of 
documents for the RECORD in regard to 
my statement this evening. 

The materials referred to follow: 

SUMMARY OF ITEMS PERTAINING-COMMISSION 
OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES 

The attached items are pertinent to the de
bate of the Fast Track authority for the 
Mexico Free Trade Agreement and the re
newing of Fast Track for GATT negotia
tions. Included are: 

BUY AMERICAN GIVEN UP BY US 

(1) USTR letter from Julius Katz about the 
Agreement on Government Procurement (the 
Code) for GATT. It states: "The Code com
mits central governments to provide na
tional treatment in government procure
ment for products and suppliers of other sig
natory countries. In accordance with this 
general commitment and other terms of the 
agreement, signatories eliminate any re
quirements which favor national suppliers or 
products over the suppliers or products of 
other signatories, such as "Buy American" 
requirements in the United States. 

EC AFTER $200 BILLION GOVERNMENT CONTRACT 
WORK 

(2) Trade Journal-At Columbia Institute 
meeting Corrado Pirzio-Biroli, deputy head 
of the EC Commission's delegation to the 
U.S. said, "the question is whether the U.S. 
federal government can deliver the states. 
He said that "Buy American" statutues at 
the federal, state and local level have ex
cluded EC companies from competing for an 
estimate $200 billion a year in government 
contracts. 

COMMERCE CLAUSE GIVES FEDERAL LAW 
SUPREMACY OVER THE STATE LAW 

Former Rep. Bill Frenzel insisted that fed
eral trade policies supersede states' rights 
under the so-called "commerce clause" in 
the U.S. Constitution." 

EC PRIORITY TO EXPAND GATT CODE TO COVER 
THE STATES 

Beverly Vaughn, director for government 
procurement at USTR said "that the expan
sion of the GATT government procurement 
code to include so-called subcentral entities, 
including U.S. states, is a very top priority 
for the EC." 

AGRICULTURE 

(3) Expansion of the expanded GATT mak
ing agriculture, the service industry and pat
ents subject to international rules, which 
supercede U.S. national laws. 

EC REPORT 

(4) Problems of Doing Business With The 
U.S. It includes: 

A. Export Enhancement Program (EEP). 
This U.S. program is against the spirit of the 
Mid-term review of the Uruguay Round of 
trade negotiations. 

B. Marketing Loans: the deadline for auto
matic triggering of marketing loans was 
postponed in 1990, but this remains contrary 
to the spirit of the Standstill Commitment 
reached at Punta del Este. 

C. Market Promotion Program (Targeted 
Export Assistance): Agricultural subsidies 
which are trade distorting are to be ad
dressed within the Uruguay Round. 

D. Deficiency Payments. In the Uruguay 
Round, both the EC and the U.S. have pro
posed to reduce internal support by means of 
reductions in an overall aggregate measure. 
The U.S. does not want to treat deficiency 
payments equally as export subsidies. 

E. Credit guarantee and food aid pro
grammes: Discussed is Public Law 480 which 
aims at the expansion of foreign markets for 
U.S. agricultural products. Agricultural sub
sidies are included in the Uruguay Round. 

CALIFORNIA WATER DISTRICTS TARGETED 

F. California subsidies on water: This indi
rect agricultural support for irrigation 
places community exports at a disadvantage 
vis-a-vis domestic U.S. production. 

FERTILIZER TARGETED 

G-1. Double Price System-Rock Phos
phate/Fertilizer: Producers of rock phos
phate have an export cartel. European fer
tilizer manufacturers are forced to pay ex
cessively high prices for their raw material. 

MOLYBDENUM TARGETED-AFFECT AMERICA'S 
AEROSPACE INDUSTRY 

G-2. Molybdenum: Superalloys used in 
aero-engine gas turbines contain a signifi
cant amount (4%) of molybdenium. The 
cheaper U.S. bar impacts negatively on the 
competitiveness of EC aero-engine manufac
turers. 
U.S. PROCUREMENT RESTRICTIONS NOT ALLOWED 

UNDER GATT THE STATE PROVISIONS 

G-3. Measures in areas covered by the 
GATT Code negotiations: The European 
Community considers that the following U.S. 
procurement restrictions should be elimi
nated through the current negotiation of the 
extension of the GATT procurement Code. 
These restrictions are implemented at State 
level, or in the so-called "excluded sectors", 
or in the procurement of services. 

G-4. State procurement restrictions: The 
following U.S. States impose Buy American 
requirements on their procurement: 

Alabama, California, Colorado, Georgia, 
Hawaii, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Ken
tucky, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Massa
chusetts, Minnesota, Mississippi, Montana, 
New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York and 
New York City, North Carolina, North Da
kota, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Rhode Is
land, South Dakota, Virginia, West Virginia, 
Wisconsin, and the District of Columbia. 

States with 5% price preference for in
state suppliers: 

Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, Kansas, New 
Mexico, Nebraska, and Wyoming. 

The States continued: comments on esti
mated impact: State and local government 
procurement represents 70% of the total U.S. 
procurement. Federal funding to the States 
and local government represents 16% of the 
annual expenditures of states and local gov
ernment, and such federal funding is usually 
conditioned by the respect .of the BAR man
dated by Congress (refund of money is the 
sanction in the procurement of foreign prod
ucts/services by States or local government). 
SMALL BUSINESS SET-ASIDE ABOLISHED UNDER 

GATT 

Gc2. Set-aside for small business: The 
GATT Code contains a U.S. reservation indi
cating that it does not apply to small and 
minority businesses set asides. According to 
figures of the Federal Procurement Data 
Centre, small and disadvantaged businesses 
are currently obtaining between 25 and 30 
percent of total Federal procurement. 

Gc3. Restrictions in the sectors of utilities 
and public works: Listed is legislation con
taining provisions giving a preference to U.S. 
suppliers. The rules effectively exclude for
eign bidders from a sizeable market. Annu
a.H~, the fedeFaJ oodget }>F<WiOOS $-2 tG $3 bil
lion in capital construction funds through 
the Urban Mass Transit Administration of 
the Department of Commerce. 

CALIFORNIA IRRIGATION DISTRICT 

(5) Letter from Imperial Irrigation Dis
trict, California stating serious reservations 
about the Mexican Free Trade Agreement 
and its impact on the Imperial Valley. 
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POINTS TO CONSIDER IN VOTING FOR FAST 

TRACK 

The Mexican Free Trade Agreement and 
the expanded GATI' will be modeled after the 
Canadian Free Trade .Agre.ement (CFT A). 

Under the Canadian agreement and/or 
GATT t hese eb:allenges to our laws have been 
fHed: 

Canada demands in Federal Court that we 
accept their asb.estos claiming our safety 
.standards are roo rugh. 

Canada notified the Ener,gy Committee of 
the Senate in April that two proposed laws 
containing di'scr!minartor.y provisions against 
Canadian products.. 'Tantamount to a line 
item veto by a foreign government over our 
laws. 

Canada dumped subsidized pork. However, 
before the bi-national panel when the U.S. 
appealed, the board voted 3-:2 in favor of the 
Canadian re.presentatives. toe canadians 
claimed the subsidy was ''weiJ.Ifare" and con
tinue to dump. There is no appeal procedure. 

USDA meat ililspecti<Jns were found to be 
too r.igid under the AgTeement and down
graded requiring inspection of only 1 in 15 
trucks. Even when samples al'e found to be 
contaminated, the. rest of the shipment is 
not inspected. 

Under rGA"'"l' ru.lre.s. Canada is ·Challenging 
our beer cfistribution system, our labeling 
system and the handling of U.S. excise taxes. 

The European Commission under expanded 
GATT demands: 

An end to all "Buy American" l aws, both 
state and federal. 

An end to minority ''set aside" contracts. 
An end to subsidized water to U.S. farmers. 
An increase in grazing fees to farmers 

using U.S. land. 
Fast Track on the Tokyo Round of GATT 

and Canadian Free Trade put us into this 
mess. Many of the same negotiators will be 
involved in future negotiations. 

This year the Canadians are harrassing us 
on our domestic laws. It is proposed that 
next year the Mexican parliament will get in 
the act, and after that, 99 of the GATT 
signator nations will jump on us. What kind 
of governance will the American people have 
after that? And what kind of constitutional 
protections will survive? 

CANADIAN EMBASSY, 
Washington, DC. 

Hon. J. BENNETT JOHNSTON, 
Chairman, Committee on Energy and Natural 

Resources, Washington, DC 
DEAR SENATOR JOHNSTON, I am writing to 

convey my government's view that two pro
visions of S. 141, the "National Energy Secu
rity Act of 1991", and one provision of the 
Gas Policy Reform Bill (S. 662), would vio
late the obligation of the United States 
under our Free Trade Agreement not to dis
criminate against Canadian products. 

Section 7001 of S. 341 would require oil im
porters, but not domestic producers, to sup
ply petroleum products free of charge to the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve. Section 
14111(d) would restrict the uranium to be 
used for overfeed to U.S. uranium. Section 
1024 of the Gas Policy Reform Bill would re
quire that the competitive impact of natural 
gas imports on U.S producers be taken into 
account in the regulatory approval of those 
imports. In each case, Canadian products 
would face discriminatory treatment in a 
manner contrary to the Free Trade Agree
ment obligations of the United States. 

In our view there is no national security 
justification for measures which discrimi
nate against imports from Canada. 

I would urge that the Committee reject 
any proposal which would damage our mutu
ally beneficial and expanding trade in energy 
products. 

Yours sincerely, 
D.H. BURNEY 

Ambassador. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2251 

Mr. WHITTEN submitted the follow
ing conference report and statement on 
the bill (H.R. 2251) making dire emer
.gency supplemental appropriations 
from contributions of foreign govern
ments and/or interest for humanitarian 
assistance to refugees and displaced 
persons in and around Iraq as a result 
of the recent invasion of Kuwait and 
for peacekeeping activities, and for 
other urgent needs for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1991, and for 
other purposes: 

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 102-71) 
The Committee of Conference on the dis

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
2251) "making dire emergency supplemental 
appropriations from contributions of foreign 
governments and/or interest for humani
tarian assistance to refugees and displaced 
persons in and around Iraq as a result of the 
recent invasion of Kuwait and for peacekeep
ing activities, and for other urgent needs for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1991, and 
for other purposes," having met, after full 
and free conference, have agreed to rec
ommend and do recommend to their respec
tive Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend
ment numbered 1. 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendments of the Senate num
bered 4, 5, and 6, and agree to the same. 

The committee of conference report in dis-
agreement amendments numbered 2, 3, and 7. 

JAMIE L. WHITTEN, 
WILLIAM H. NATCHER, 
NEAL SMITH, 
SIDNEY R. YATES, 
DAVID R. OBEY, 
EDWARD R. RoYBAL, 
TOM BEVILL, 
JOHN P. MURTHA, 
BOB TRAXLER, 
JULIAN C. DIXON, 
VIC FAZIO, 
W.G. (BILL) HEFNER, 
JOSEPH M. MCDADE, 
JOHN T . MYERS, 
CLARENCE MILLER, 
BILL YOUNG, 
MICKEY EDWARDS, 
JOE SKEEN, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
ROBERT C. BYRD, 
DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
ERNEST F. HOLLINGS, 
J. BENNETT JOHNSTON, 
QUENTIN N. BURDICK, 
PATRICK LEAHY, 
JIM SASSER, 
DENNIS DECONCINI, 
DALE BUMPERS, 
FRANK R. LAUTENBERG, 
TOM HARKIN, 
BARBARA A. MIKULSKI, 
HARRY REID, 
BROCK ADAMS, 
WYCHE FOWLER, Jr., 
J. ROBERT KERREY, 

MARK 0. HATFIELD, 
TED STEVENS, 
JAKE GARN, 
THAD COCHRAN, 
BOB KASTEN, 
ALFONSE D'AMATO, 
WARREN RUDMAN, 
ARLEN SPECTER, 
PETE V. DOMENICI, 
DON NICKLES, 
PHIL GRAMM, 
CHRISTOPHER S. BOND, 
SLADE GORTON, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

JOINT EXPLANATORY STA 'rEMENT OF 
THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 

The managers on the part of the House and 
the Senate at the conference on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses on the amend
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 2251) 
making dire emergency supplemental appro
priations from contributions of foreign gov
ernments and/or interest for humanitarian 
assistance to refugees and displaced persons 
in and around Iraq as a result of the recent 
invasion of Kuwait and for peacekeeping ac
tivities, and for other ugent needs for the fis
cal year ending September 30, 1991, and for 
other purposes, submit the following joint 
statement to the House and the Senate in ex
planation of the effect of the action agreed 
upon by the managers and recommended in 
the accompanying conference report. 

NATURAL DISASTERS 
Chapter III of H.R. 2251 requires the Office 

of Management and Budget to provide infor
mation on the unfunded costs of programs to 
offset the effect of natural disasters, includ
ing crop losses, resulting from droughts, 
freezes, floods, and other catastrophes within 
10 days of the date of enactment of this Act, 
pending receipt of a budget request. 

In response to the reports accompanying 
H.R. 1281, the dire emergency supplemental 
appropriations Act for the consequences of 
Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm, food 
stamps, unemployment compensation ad
ministration, veterans compensation and 
pensions, and other urgent needs for the fis
cal year ending September 30, 1991, and for 
other purposes, the Secretary of Agriculture 
has provided some limited assistance in con
nection with agriculture crop losses that 
have resulted from natural disasters during 
1990 and 1991. Financial assistance needs to 
be provided to those who suffered losses. 

In addition, the conferees are aware of the 
following disasters that have been Presi
dentially declared, that have occurred since 
the start of the fiscal year 1991 for which ad
ditional financial assistance will be required: 

October 19, 1990, Georgia, Storms/floods. 
October 22, 1990, South Carolina, Storms/ 

floods. 
November 26, 1990, Washington, Storms/ 

floods. 
November 28, 1990, Palau, Typhoon Mike. 
December 6, 1990, Arizona, Storms/floods. 
December 6, 1990, Indiana Storms/floods. 
December 14, 1990, Micronesia, Typhoon 

Owen. 
December 24, 1990, Guam, Typhoon Russ. 
January 3, 1991, Mississippi, Tornadoes/ 

floods. 
January 4, 1991, Tennessee, Storms/floods. 
January 4, 1991, Alabama, Storms/floods. 
January 5, 1991, Indiana, Storms/floods. 
January 17, 1991, Micronesia, Typhoon 

Russ. 
January 29, 1991, Kentucky, Storms/floods. 
February 11, 1991, California, Winter freeze. 
March 5, 1991, Mississippi, Storms/floods. 
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March 8, 1991, Washington, Storms/high 

tides. 
March 15, 1991, Georgia, Storms/floods. 
March 21, 1991, New York, Ice storm. 
March 29, 1991, Indiana, Ice storm. 
April 12, 1991, Texas, Storms/floods. 
April 19, 1991, Maine Ice jam/floods. 
April 23, 1991, Louisiana, Storms/floods. 
April 29, 1991, Kansas, Tornadoes. 
May 3, 1991, Louisiana, Tornadoes/floods. 
May 7, 1991, Oklahoma, Tornadoes. 
We need to meet humanitarian needs in 

other countries, but we must not forget the 
needs of disaster victims in the United 
States who deserve equal treatment. 

CHAPTER I 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE-MILITARY 

DEFENSE COOPERATION ACCOUNT 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

Amendment No. 1: Restores House lan
guage that provides $16,000,000 from interest 
accrued from contributions deposited in the 
Defense Cooperation Account and transfers 
that amount to the armed forces relief soci
eties. 

CHAPTER II 
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE 

PRESIDENT 
BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE 

Amendment No. 2: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the Senate amendment with an 
amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted 
by said amendment, insert: 

CHAPTER II 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

DEFENSE COOPERATION ACCOUNT 
For a portion of the expenses associated with 

Operation Desert Storm and the provision of 
emergency assistance, pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(D)(i) of Public Law 99-177, as amend
ed, for refugees and displaced persons in and 
around Iraq as a result of the recent invasion of 
Kuwait, and tor peacekeeping activities and tor 
international disaster assistance in the region , 
there is appropriated from the Defense Coopera
tion Account, $235,000,000, to be derived [rom 
any contributions of foreign governments and/or 
interest payments deposited to the credit of such 
account, which shall be available only for 
transfer by the Secretary of Defense to "Inter
national Disaster Assistance, " "Migration and 
Refugee Assistance," "United States Emergency 
Refugee and Migration Assistance," and "Con
tributions to International Peacekeeping Activi
ties," as follows: 

FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

BILATERAL ECONOMIC AsSISTANCE 
INTERNATIONAL DISASTER AsSISTANCE 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For an additional amount for " International 

Disaster Assistance, " $67,000,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That in ad
dition to amounts otherwise available for such 
purposes, up to $200,000 of the funds appro
priated under this heading may be made avail
able for the purpose of paying administrative 
expenses of the Agency tor International Devel
opment in connection with carrying out its 
functions under this heading. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
MIGRATION AND REFUGEE ASSISTANCE 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For an additional amount [or " Migration and 

Refugee Assistance, " $75,000,000: Provided , That 
in addition to amounts otherwise available tor 

such purposes, up to $250,000 of the funds ap
propriated under this heading may be made 
available tor the administrative expenses of the 
Office of Refugee Programs of the Department 
of State: Provided further, That funds made 
available under this heading shall remain avail
able until September 30, 1992. 

UNITED STATES EMERGENCY REFUGEE AND 
MIGRATION AsSISTANCE FUND 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For an additional amount [or the "United 

States Emergency Refugee and Migration Assist
ance Fund" , $68,000,000, to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That the funds made 
available under this heading are appropriated 
notwithstanding the provisions contained in 
section 2(c)(2) of the Migration and Refugee As
sistance Act of 1962 that would limit the amount 
of funds that could be appropriated for this pur
pose. 

INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND 
CONFERENCES 

CONTRIBUTIONS TO INTERNATIONAL 
PEACEKEEPING ACTIVITIES 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For an additional amount tor "Contributions 

to international peacekeeping activities", 
$25,500,000, to remain available until September 
30, 1992. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS-CHAPTER II 
SEC. 201. The authority provided in this chap

ter to transfer funds from the Defense Coopera
tion Account is in addition to any other transfer 
authority contained in any other Act making 
appropriations tor fiscal year 1991. 

SEC. 202. Funds transferred or otherwise made 
available pursuant to this Act may be made 
available notwithstanding any provision of law 
that restricts assistance to particular countries. 

SEC. 203. Funds transferred pursuant to this 
chapter for International Disaster Assistance 
and the United States Emergency Refugee and 
Migration Assistance Fund may be used for any 
of the purposes [or which funds are authorized 
under those accounts and may also be used to 
replenish appropriations accounts [rom which 
assistance was provided prior to the enactment 
of this Act, notwithstanding any other provision 
of this or any other Act. 

SEC. 204. Amounts obligated for fiscal year 
1991 under the authority of section 492(b) of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 to provide inter
national disaster assistance in connection with 
the Persian Gulf crisis shall not be counted 
against the ceiling limitation of such section. 

SEC. 205. The value of any defense articles, 
defense services, and military education and 
training authorized as of April 20, 1991 , to be 
drawn down by the President under the author
ity of section 506(a)(2) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 shall not be counted against the ceil
ing limitation of such section. 

SEC. 206. Funds made available under this 
chapter may be made available notwithstanding 
section 10 of Public Law 91--672 and section 15(a) 
of the State Department Basic Authorities Act of 
1956. 

SEC. 207. None of the funds appropriated by 
the Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and 
Related Programs Appropriations Act, 1991 
(Public Law 101-513), under the heading "Eco
nomic Support Fund," that were allocated for 
Pakistan may be made available for assistance 
for another country or purpose unless notifica
tion is provided in accordance with the regular 
n.oti[ication procedures of the Committees on 
Appropriations. 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conferees have agreed to provide 
$235,500,000 from contributions made to the 

Defense Cooperation Account and/or interest 
on that account to provide for emergency 
disaster, refugee and peacekeeping assist
ance in the Persian Gulf Region. The con
ference agreement will also allow the fund
ing for the International Disaster Assistance 
Account and the Emergency Migration and 
Refugee Assistance Fund to be used to meet 
Persian Gulf emergencies and other urgent 
needs around the world. 

The conference agreement requires that 
the Committees on Appropriations be noti
fied fifteen days prior to any proposed 
reallocation of fiscal year 1991 ESF funds for 
Pakistan, except for emergency situations 
that are otherwise exempt from notification 
under current law. The conferees also agree 
that the Agency for International Develop
ment is to use funds appropriated for disas
ter assistance in this supplemental prior to 
using borrowing authority for disaster as
sistance purposes. 

CHAPTER IV 
Amendment No. 3: Reported in technical 

disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the Senate amendment which in
serts several provisions in a new Chapter IV 
in the bill. The first provision, in the Inter
national Trade Administration's Operations 
and Administration appropriation in the De
partment of Commerce, removes a limitation 
on the obligation of FY 1991 funds because of 
a lack of authorization for the export pro
motion program. The second rescinds 
$8,262,000 in the Salaries and Expenses appro
priation under Courts of Appeals, District 
Courts and other Judicial Services, in the 
Judiciary. The final provision appropriates 
$8,000,000 for the Defender Services appro
priation in the Judiciary to handle higher 
than anticipated payments for court ap
pointed panel attorneys and experts. The 
House had no similar provisions. 

CHAPTERV 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Amendment No. 4: Changes a chapter num
ber as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment Nos. 5 and 6: Change section 
numbers as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 7: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the Senate amendment with an 
amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted 
by said amendment, insert the following: 
are off budget. 

SEC. 503. During the current fiscal year, the 
Secretary of Defense may accept burdensharing 
contributions in the form of money [rom the Re
public of Korea for the costs of local national 
employees of the Department of Defense to be 
credited to Department of Defense operation 
and maintenance appropriations available for 
the salaries and benefits of such Korean na
tional employees to be merged with and to be 
available for the same purposes and time period 
as those appropriations to which credited: Pro
vided, That not later than October 31, 1991, the 
Secretary of Defense shall submit a report on 
the contributions accepted by the Secretary 
under this provision. 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement restores lan
guage proposed by the House and deletes lan
guage proposed by the Senate to describe the 
nature of the funding in the conference 
agreement. All funds appropriated by H.R. 
2251 are either emergency incremental costs 
of Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm or 
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are offset. Because of this .situation, seques
tration should not be triggered. By including 
this language, the conferees want to make 
clear that sequestration wil not occur. 

PUBLIC LAW 480 

The conference agreement deletes Senate 
language which would have authorized the 
use of 15 percent of any title of P.L. 480 funds 
for purposes of title II programs. The 1991 
Appropriations Act allows for a 10-percent 
transfer. · 

The conferees have deferred action on P.L. 
480 pending receipt of the information re
quired by Chapter ill of this Act. 

The conferees include a general provision 
which authorizes the Secretary of Defense to 
accept burdensharing contributions from the 
Republic of Korea for the costs of local Ko
rean national employees of the Department 
of Defense. 

CONFERENCE TOTAL-WITH COMPARISONS 

Section 308(a)(2) of the Congressional 
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 
(Public Law 93-344, as amended), requires a 
comparison of the total fiscal year 1991 new 
budget (obligational) authority recommend 

· by the Committee of Conference with the fis
cal year 1991 budget estimates, and the 
House and Senate bills. The funds provided 
by transfer from Persian Gulf accounts in 
the budget estimate, the House bill, the Sen
ate bill and the recommendation of the Com
mittee of Conference are necessary to meet 
the emergency incremental funding require
ments of Operation Desert Shield/Desert 
Storm. In addition, the conference agree
ment provides a net of -$262,000 in new budg
et authority which was not requested nor in
cluded in the House bill. 

JAMIE L. WHITTEN, 
WILLIAM H. NATCHER, 
NEAL SMITH, 
SIDNEY R. YATES, 
DAVID R. OBEY, 
EDWARD R . .RoYBAL, 
TOMBEV1LL, 
J ·O.HN P. MURTHA, 
BOB TRAxLER, 
JULIAN C. DIXON, 
VIC .FAZIO, 
W.G. {BILL) HEFNER, 
JOSEPH M. MCDADE, 
JOHN T. MYERS, 
CLARENCE MILLER, 
BILL YOUNG, 
MICKEY EDWARDS, 
JOE SKEEN, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
RoBERT C. BYRD, 
DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
ERNEST F. HOLLINGS, 
J. BENNET!' JOHNSTON, 
QUENTIN N. BURDICK, 
PATRICK LEAHY, 
JIM SASSER, 
DENNIS DECONCINI, 
DALE BUMPERS, 
FRANK R. LAUTENBERG, 
TOM HARKIN, 
BARBARA A. MIKULSKI, 
HARRY REID, 
BROCK ADAMS, 
WYCHE FOWLER, Jr., 
J. RoBERT KERREY, 
MARK 0. HATFIELD, 
TED STEVENS, 
JAKE GARN, 
THAD COCHRAN, 
BOB KASTEN, 
ALFONSE D'AMATO, 
WARREN RUDMAN, 
ARLEN SPECTER, 
PETE V. DOMENICI, 

DON NICKLES, 
PHIL GRAMM, 
CHRISTOPHER S. BOND, 
SLADE GORTON, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. DREIER of California) to 
revise and extend their remarks and in
clude extraneous material:) 

Mr. DELAY, for 60 minutes, on May 
22, 28, 29 and on June 4 and 5. 

Mr. WELDON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. KOLBE, for 60 minutes, today. 
Mr. EMERSON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. SOLARZ) t'O revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. CLEMENT, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. KLECZKA, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GLICKMAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ANNUNZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mrs. MINK. for 60 minutes, today. 
Mr. PANETTA, for 60 minutes, on May 

22. 
Mr. RICHARDSON, for 5 minutes, on 

May 22. 
Mr. POSHARD, for 5 minutes, on May 

22. 
Mr. SKELTON, for 60 minutes, on June 

4. 
Mrs. MINK, for 60 minutes, on May 22. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. DREIER of California) and 
to include extraneous matter:) 

Mr. DAVIS. 
Mr. VANDER JAGT. 
Mr. FIELDS. 
Mr. SCHAEFER. 
Mr. GEKAS in two instances. 
Mr. RINALDO. 
Mrs. MORELLA. 
Mr. BALLENGER. 
Mr. BLILEY. 
Mr. GALLO. 
Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN in two instances. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. SOLARZ) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. 
Mr. MRAZEK. 
Mr. WOLPE. 
Mr. CLAY. 
Mr. DONNELLY. 
Mr. PICKETT. 
Mr. DINGELL. 
Mr. MFUME. 
Mr. SCHEUER. 
Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. 
Mr. GUARINI. 

Mr. ANTHONY. 
Mr. KOSTMAYER. 
Mr. LUKEN. 
Mr. EDWARDS of California. 
Mr. LIPINSKI. 
Mr. STARK in two instances. 
Mr. GEJDENSON. 
Ms. OAKAR. 
Mr. FUSTER. 
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SENATE BILL REFERRED 

A bill of the Senate of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker's 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S. 676. An act to provide for testing for the 
use, in violation of law or Federal regula
tion, of alcohol or controlled substances by 
persons who operate aircraft, trains, and 
commercial motor vehicles, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation and the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

JOINT RESOLUTION PRESENTED 
TO THE PRESIDENT 

Mr. ROSE, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that 
the committee did on the following 
date present to the President, for his 
approval, a joint resolution of the 
House of the following title: 

On May 20, 1991: 
H.J. Res. 141. Joint resolution designating 

the week beginning May 13, 1991, as "Na
tional Senior Nutrition Week." 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly (at 8 o'clock and 14 minutes p.m.) 
the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, May 22, 1991, at 10 a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC: 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

1328. A letter from the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, transmitting a letter 
stating his full support for the President's 
defense program for fiscal years 1992 and 
1993; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

1329. A communication of the President of 
the United States, transmitting a letter urg
ing the House of Representatives to produce 
a national defense authorization bill that re
flects America's real defense needs, in lieu of 
the bill reported by the Committee on Armed 
Services; to the Committee on Armed Serv
ices. 

1330. A letter from the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, transmitting a draft of 
proposed legislation to extend and amend 
programs under the Older Americans Act of 
1965, and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Education and Labor. 

1331. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Management and Budget, transmitting a 
copy of a report on Civil Monetary Penalty 
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Assessments and Collections, 1990, pursuant 
to Public Law 101-410, section 6 (104 Stat. 
892); to the Committee on Government Oper
ations. 

1332. A letter from the Clerk, U.S. House of 
Representatives, transmitting the quarterly 
report of receipts and expenditures of appro
priations and other funds for the period Jan
uary 1, 1991 through March 31, 1991, pursuant 
to 2 U.S.C. 104a (Doc. No. 102-87); to the Com
mittee on House Administration and ordered 
to be printed. 

1333. A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral, General Accounting Office, transmit
ting a supplement to the report entitled, 
"Military Bases: Observations on the Analy
ses Supporting Proposed Closures and 
Realignments" (GAOINSIA8-91-224, May 15, 
1991), pursuant to Public Law 101-510, section 
2903(d)(5)(B) (104 Stat. 1812); jointly, to the 
Committees on Armed Services and Govern
ment Operations. 

1334. A letter from the Chairman, Physi
cian Payment Review Commission, trans
mitting a copy of the Commission's report 
on the Fee Update and Medicare Volume Per
formance Standards for 1992, pursuant to 
Public Law 101-239, section 6102(a) (103 Stat. 
2176); jointly, to the Committees on Ways 
and Means and Energy and Commerce. 

1335. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Treasury, transmitting the 1991 annual re
port of the Board of Trustees of the Federal 
Supplementary Medical Insurance Trust 
Fund pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 401(c)(2), 
1395i(b)(2), 1395t(b)(2); jointly, to the Com
mittees on Ways and Means and Energy and 
Commerce. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. PANETTA: Committee of conference. 
Conference report on House Concurrent Res
olution 121 (Rept. 102-69). Ordered to be 
printed. 

Mr. DERRICK: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 157. Resolution waiving all points 
of order against the conference report House 
Concurrent Resolution 121, concurrent reso
lution revising the congressional budget for 
the U.S. Government for the fiscal year 1991 
and setting forth the congressional budget 
for the U.S. Government for the fiscal years 
1992, 1993, 1994, 1995, and 1996, and against the 
consideration of such conference report 
(Rept. 102-70). Referred to the House Cal
endar. 

Mr. WHITTEN: Committee of conference. 
Conference report on H.R. 2251 (Rept. 102-71). 
Ordered to be printed. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. ANTHONY (for himself, Mr. 
BALLENGER, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. 
PICKLE, Mr. VANDER JAGT, Mrs. JOHN
SON of Connecticut, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. 
GOODLING, Mr. HAYES of Illinois, Mr. 
JONTZ, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. GUNDERSON, 
Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. BAKER, Mr. 
McEWEN, Mr. COBLE, Mr. WOLF, Mr. 
DELAY, Mr. HERGER, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. 
HANCOCK, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. PACK-

ARD, Mr. McMILLAN of North Caro
lina, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. 
Cox of California, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. 
SOLOMON, Mr. TAYLOR of North Caro
lina, Mr. WALKER, Mr. THOMAS of Wy
oming, Mr. PAXON, Mr. DOOLITTLE, 
Mr. ZELIFF, and Mr. KYL): 

H.R. 2410. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 in order to promote and 
improve employee stock ownership plans; 
jointly, to the Committees on Ways and 
Means and Energy and Commerce. 

By Mrs. BENTLEY: 
H.R. 2411. A bill to direct the Secretary of 

the Army to conduct a study of Baltimore 
Harbor, MD, for the purposes of establishing 
analytical procedures and developing cri
teria to distinguish types of contaminated 
dredged material and of determining the fea
sibility of decontaminating such material 
and to conduct a demonstration project to 
inventory the types of sediments ·in Balti
more Harbor, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Public Works and Transpor
tation. 

By Mr. BOUCHER (for himself, Mr. 
MARKEY, Mr. ECKART, Mr. COOPER, 
Mr. WYDEN, and Mr. LEHMAN of Cali
fornia): 

H.R. 2412. A bill to permit private remedies 
to be used for the enforcement of the Invest
ment Advisers Act of 1940, to improve the 
disclosure to customers of investment advis
ers under that act, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. DONNELLY: 
H.R. 2413. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 

Social Security Act to make permanent the 
rule under which the monthly premium for 
individuals enrolled under part B of the Med
icare Program is equal to 25 percent of the 
monthly actuarial rate for enrollees age 65 
and over, to impose limitations on the rate 
of increase in payment amounts for certain 
items and services under such part, and for 
other purposes; jointly, to the Committees 
on Ways and Means and Energy and Com
merce. 

By Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota: 
H.R. 2414. A bill to implement certain rec

ommendations of the Garrison Unit Joint 
Tribal Advisory Committee regarding the 
entitlement of the Three Affiliated Tribes 
and the Standing Rock Sioux Tribe to addi
tional financial compensation for the taking 
of reservation lands for the site of the Garri
son Dam and Reservoir and the Oahe Dam 
and Reservoir, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself and Mr. 
SIKORSKI): 

H.R. 2415. A bill to amend title 39, United 
States Code, to establish incentives to en
courage the greater use of recycled paper for 
mail matter; to the Committee on Post Of
fice and Civil Service. 

By Mr. GUARINI: 
H.R. 2416. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1986 to require individuals 
claiming deductions for interest on seller-fi
nanced mortgages to include on the return 
claiming such deductions the name, address, 
and taxpayer identification number of the 
person to whom the interest is paid; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota: 
H.R. 2417. A bill to amend the Agricultural 

Act of 1949 to establish a two-tier program of 
milk price support to operate during years in 
which the Secretary of Agriculture esti
mates that purchases of milk and milk prod
ucts by the Commodity Credit Corporation 
will exceed 4,500,000,000 pounds; to the Com
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. REED: 
H.R. 2418. A bill to extend the existing sus

pension of duty on N-acetylsulfanilyl chlo
ride; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SANGMEISTER (for himself, 
Mr. 0BERSTAR, Mr. SIKORSKI, Mr. 
HAYES of Louisiana, Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. STAGGERS, Mr. 
MCCLOSKEY, Mr. ESPY, Mr. MCNULTY, 
Mr. OWENS of Utah, and Mr. FAZIO): 

H.R. 2419. A bilL to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to improve the ability of the 
United States to attract and retain qualified 
air traffic controllers by offering controllers 
premium pay for Saturday work, by raising 
the controller differential from 5 to 15 per
cent, and by eliminating the age limitation 
on the voluntary retirement of controllers 
with 20 years of service, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. SOLOMON: 
H.R. 2420. A bill to require random drug 

testing of Federal legislative branch officers 
and ' employees; to the Committee on House 
Administration. 

H.R. 2421. A bill to require random drug 
testing of Federal judicial branch officers 
and employees; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

H.R. 2422. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to establish Federal 
standards to ensure quality assurance of 
drug testing programs, and for other pur
poses; jointly, to the Committees on Energy 
and Commerce, Education and Labor, and 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. VANDER JAGT: 
H.R. 2423. A bill to establish a private, 

nonproft, tax exempt board to address the 
problem of negative campaigning in elec
tions for Federal office by promulgating a 
code of fair campaign practices and by pro
viding arbitration and other dispute resolu
tion services with respect to such elections; 
to the Committee on House Administration. 

By Mr. VOLKMER: 
H.R. 2424. A bill to require that any natu

ral gas rate increase be subject to a deter
mination by the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission as to whether it is just and rea
sonable, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. KOSTMAYER: 
H.R. 2425. A bill to limit the closing or re

location of functions at Department of De
fense research and development laboratories; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. SOLARZ (for himself, Mr. FAS
CELL, Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr. DYMALLY, 
Mr. LEACH, Mr. WEISS, Mr. SAWYER, 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. 
SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. YATRON, 
Mr. WOLPE, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. BER
MAN, Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. 
GOODLING, Mr. ROTH, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. 
HYDE, Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. 
MILLER of Washington, Mr. BLAZ, Mr. 
Goss, Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN, and Mr. 
HAMILTON): 

H. Con. Res. 155. Concurrent resolution ex
pressing the profound regret of the Congress 
regarding the assassination of Rajiv Gandhi 
of India; to the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. 

By Mr. OWENS of Utah (for himself, 
Mr. GILMAN, Mr. YATRON, Mr. LAN
TOS, Mr. PORTER, Mr. HOYER, Mr. So
LARZ, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. WOLPE, 
Mr. HYDE, Mr. MILLER of Washington, 
Mr. ACKERMAN, and Mr. ENGEL): 

H. Con. Res. 156. Concurrent resolution 
concerning the emancipation of the Baha'i 
community of Iran; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 
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ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 14: Mr. SAVAGE, Mr. VENTO, Mr. BAC
CHUS, Mr. DYMALLY, Mr. MORAN, Mr. MILLER 
of Washington, Mr. Russo, and Mr. CARPER. 

H.R. 43: Mr. CONDIT. 
H.R. 127: Mr. HAYES of Illinois and Mr. BLI-

LEY. 
H .R. 179: Mr. MILLER of Ohio. 
H .R. 194: Mr. LEHMAN of Florida, Mr. 

BILBRAY, Mr. GOSS, Mr. MRAZEK, Ms. KAP
TUR, Mr. ROSE, and Mr. SANGMEISTER. 

H.R. 196: Mr. SAVAGE and Mr. DYMALLY. 
H.R. 237: Mr. MAZZOLI. 
H .R. 252: Mr. GALLEGLY, Ms. DELAURO, Mr: 

TAYLOR of Mississippi, and Mr. DONNELLY. 
H .R. 303: Mr. DONNELLY. 
H.R. 304: Mr. BAKER and Mr. RINALDO. 
H.R. 317: Mr. LANCASTER. 
H.R. 318: Mr. STARK. 
H.R. 386: Mr. DOWNEY and Mr. FAZIO. 
H.R. 447: Mr. HERTEL. 
H.R. 481: Mr. GREEN of New York. 
H.R. 501: Mr. OWENS of Utah. 
H.R. 601: Mr. KENNEDY. 
H.R. 606: Mr. GOSS and Mr. DANNEMEYER. 
H.R. 687: Mr. UPTON, Mr. MCCRERY, and Mr. 

MILLER of Washington. 
H.R. 722: Mr. KLECZKA and Mr. BONIOR. 
H.R. 723: Mr. BONIOR and Mr. GINGRICH. 
H.R. 730: Mr. PERKINS, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. 

HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. BACCHUS, Mr. ROWLAND, 
and Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey. 

H.R. 784: Mr. WOLF. 
H.R. 786: Mr. WOLPE, Mr. DOWNEY, and Mr. 

BON! OR. 
H.R. 849: Mr. BRUCE. 
H.R. 875: Ms. PELOSI, Mrs. UNSOELD, Ms. 

NORTON, Mr. EDWARDS of California, Mr. BER
MAN, Mr. STARK, and Mr. FOGLIETI'A. 

H.R. 901: Mr. SLATTERY. 
H.R. 953: Mr. MOODY, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. 

BROWN, Mr. MORAN, and Mr. RANGEL. 
H.R. 967: Mr. DEFAZIO and Mr. BORSKI. 
H.R. 1076: Mr. RANGEL, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. 

OWENS of Utah, Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. ESPY, 
and Mr. MACHTLEY. ' 

H.R. 1124: Mr. SMITH of Florida, Mr. 
BONIOR, Mr. WALSH, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. PE
TERSON of Florida, Mr. RoSE, and Ms. NOR
TON. 

H.R. 1135: Mr. CAMP. 
H.R. 1168: Mr. STUMP. 
H.R. 1184: Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. ESPY, Mr. 

STENHOLM, and Mr. STALLINGS. 
H.R. 1205: Mr. EMERSON, Mr. DARDEN, Mr. 

DANNEMEYER, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. ROE, Mr. 
ECKART, Mr. PAYNE of Virginia, Mr. BREW
STER, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. ESPY, Mr. VAL
ENTINE, and Mr. SCHIFF'. 

H.R. 1235: Mr. MFUME, Mr. PERKINS, Mr. 
OWENS of Utah, Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida, and 
Ms. NORTON. 

H.R. 1239: Mr. KOSTMAYER, Mr. FRANKS of 
Connecticut, Mr. WALSH, and Mr. SPRATI'. 

H.R. 1245: Mr. MORAN, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. 
HANSEN, Mr. EVANS, Mr. COX of California, 
Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. PURSELL, and 
Mr. JONES of North Carolina. 

H.R. 1257: Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. MFUME, Mr. 
FROST, Mr. HORTON, Mr. PETRI, Mr. LAN
CASTER, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. ESPY, Mr. 
SANTORUM, Mr. JoHNSTON of Florida, Mr. 
ROE, Mr. EVANS, Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. LAGO
MARSINO, and Mr. EMERSON. 

H.R. 1259: Mr. PRICE, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mr. 
BUSTAMANTE, and Mr. RIGGS. 

H.R. 1269: Mr. BROWN and Mr. FAZIO. 
H.R. 1288: Mr. WHEAT. 
H.R. 1344: Mrs. BOXER, Ms. SNOWE, and Mr. 

SWETT. 
H .R . 1346: Mr. COX of Illinois, Mr. PEASE, 

Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr. POSHARD, 
and Mr. EVANS. 

H.R. 1391: Mr. FROST, Mr. NEAL of Massa
chusetts, Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York, Mr. 
HORTON, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 
GONZALEZ, Mrs. LOWEY of New York, Mr. MI
NETA, Mr. RAHALL, and Mr. ESPY. 

H.R. 1393: Mr. FROST, Mr. NEAL of Massa
chusetts, Mr. OWENS of Utah, Mr. KENNEDY, 
Mr. YATRON, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. MINETA, Mr. 
RAHALL, Mr. PERKINS, Mr. FLAKE, and Mr. 
DEFAZIO. 

H.R. 1400: Mr. SANTORUM and Mr. DORNAN 
of California. 

H.R. 1417: Mr. SANGMEISTER. 
H.R. 1423: Mr. SANDERS, Mr. NAGLE, and 

Mr. MARTINEZ. 
H .R. 1445: Mr. ESPY and Mr. UPTON. 
H .R. 1454: Mr. DEFAZIO and Mr. MOODY. 
H.R. 1469: Mr. EMERSON. 
H .R. 1472: Mr. EVANS, Mr. PICKETT, Mr. 

RINALDO, and Mr. HALL of Ohio. 
H.R. 1474: Mr. RITTER. 
H.R. 1479: Mr. MCGRATH and Mr. MARTINEZ, 
H .R. 1502: Mr. RANGEL and Mr. BROWN. 
H.R. 1523: Mr. ARMEY and Mr. PURSELL. 
H.R. 1579: Mr. DWYER of New Jersey. 
H.R. 1601: Mr. ScHEUER, Mr. RAY, Mrs. 

MINK, and Mr. SWETI'. 
H .R. 1603: Mr. RINALDO, Mr. TORRES, and 

Mr. WAXMAN. 
H.R. 1648: Mr. REGULA, Mr. LANCASTER, and 

Mr. ARMEY. 
H.R. 1662: Mr. DYMALLY and Mr. FRANK of 

Massachusetts. 
H.R. 1723: Ms. DELAURO. 
H.R. 1725: Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey, Mr. 

BILBRAY, Mr. DELAURO, and Mr. JONTZ. 
H.R. 1726: Mr. DONNELLY and Mr. ECKART. 
H.R. 1750: Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. TOWNS, Mrs. 

BOXER, Mr. SABO, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, and Ms. 
NORTON. 

H.R. 1751: Mr. BUSTAMANTE. 
H.R. 1753: Mr. BONIOR, Mr. GRANDY, Mr. 

MFUME, Mr. NAGLE, and Mr. PETERSON of 
Florida. 

H.R. 1768: Mr. LEVINE of California, Mr. 
BUNNING, Mr. WOLF, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. JAMES, 
Mr. WEISS, and Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. 

H.R. 1834: Mr. RHODES. 
H.R. 1860: Mr. SKELTON, Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. 

MOLLOHAN, Mr. THOMAS of Georgia, Mr. 
STAGGERS, and Mr. JONES of Georgia. 

H.R. 2027: Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER. 
H.R. 2081: Mr. ERDREICH, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. 

MONTGOMERY, and Mr. BOUCHER. 
H.R. 2089: Mr. HORTON, Ms. NORTON, and 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. 
H.R. 2123: Mr. ROSE. 
H.R. 2175: Mr. Cox of Illinois. 
H .R. 2188: Mr. DONNELLY. 
H.R. 2199: Mr. PETERSON of Florida, Mr. 

FRANK of Massachusetts, and Mr. LAN
CASTER. 

H.R. 2200: Mr. HANSEN. 
H.R. 2229: Mr. PAYNE of Virginia, Mr. 

UPTON, Mr. MORRISON, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. 
SARPALIUS, Mr. BRUCE, and Mr. COSTELLO. 

H.R. 2230: Mr. PAYNE of Virginia, Mr. HAR
RIS, Mr. UPTON, Mr. MORRISON, Mr. RAHALL, 
Mr. SARPALIUS, Mr. LAUGHLIN, and Mr. CHAP
MAN. 

H.R. 2237: Mr. JONTZ, Mr. MORRISON, Mr. 
RAHALL, Mr. SARPALIUS, and Mr. UPTON. 

H .R . 2258: Mr. AUCOIN, Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. 
GILMAN, Mr. GUARINI, Mr. HYDE, Mr. LA
FALCE, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr. 
NOWAK, and Mr. ROYBAL. 

H.R. 2280: Mr. EDWARDS of Texas. 
H.R. 2286: Mr. LENT, Mr. Goss, Mr. DANNE

MEYER, Mr. WILSON, and Mr. PACKARD. 
H .R. 2404: Mr. WALKER. 
H.J. Res. 91: Mr. BACCHUS, Mr. DOWNEY, Mr. 

KOSTMAYER, Mr. PURSELL, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, 
Mr. THOMAS of Georgia, Mr. NEAL of Massa
chusetts, Mrs. LOWEY of New York, Mr. 
MORAN, Mr. JENKINS, Mr. JONES of Georgia, 
Mr. BLILEY, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. JONES of North 
Carolina, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. TRAXLER, Mr. 
HOYER, Ms. LONG, Mr. MURPHY, and Mr. 
PAXON. 

H.J. Res. 102: Mr. LAUGHLIN, Mr. ENGEL, 
Mr. WYDEN, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. FRANKS of 
Connecticut, Mr. DIXON, Mr. LOWERY of Cali
fornia, Mr. KENNEDY, and Mr. SANGMEISTER. 

H.J. Res. 138: Mr. BORSKI, Mrs. BYRON, Mr. 
CARDIN, Mr. DICKS, Mr. DOOLITI'LE, Mr. ESPY, 
Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, 
Mr. FROST, Mr. HERTEL, Mr. HUTI'O, Mr. KOL
TER, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. LEACH, Mr. KOST
MAYER, Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. 
RAMSTAD, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. Russo, Mr. 
SABO, Mr. KOPETSKI, Mr. HOAGLAND, Mr. 
AUCOIN, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. BENNETI', Mr. 
COYNE, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. 
GOODLING, Mr. JENKINS, and Mr. VANDER 
JAGT. 

H.J. Res. 143: Mr. DANNEMEYER, Mr. DREIER 
of California, Mr. GALLO, MR. Goss, Mr. 
LIGHTFOOT, Mr. PAXON, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. 
SMITH of Oregon, and Mr. WEBER. 

H.J. Res. 159: Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. ABERCROM
BIE, Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. 
KLUG, Mr. PARKER, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. 
MACHTLEY, Mr. FISH, Mr. TRAXLER, Mr. SAW
YER, Mr. FORD of Tennessee, Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. ZIMMER, Mr. SAVAGE, 
Mr. SIKORSKI, Mr. OWENS of Utah, and Ms. 
COLLINS of Michigan. 

H.J. Res. 179: Mr. LENT, Ms. COLLINS of 
Michigan, Mr. UPTON, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, 
Mr. DANNEMEYER, Mr. DWYER of New Jersey, 
Mr. WISE, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. 
HUGHES, Mr. GREEN of New York, and Mr. 
KOSTMAYER. 

H .J. Res. 189: Mr. CoNDIT, Mr. GoNZALEZ, 
Mr. JENKINS, Mr. MCDADE, and Mr. WAXMAN. 

H.J. Res. 191: Mr. CARPER, Mr. ERDREICH, 
Mr. RAY, Mr. KENNEDY, and Mr. WOLF. 

H.J. Res. 223: Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. GoN
ZALEZ, and Mr. WAXMAN. 

H.J. Res. 229: Mr. Dwyer of New Jersey, Mr. 
GREEN of New York, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. GORDON, 
Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. WHEAT, Mr. WALSH, Mr. 
STOKES, Mr. JONTZ, and Mr. RANGEL. 

H. Con. Res. 35: Mr. RHODES. 
H. Con. Res. 43: Mr. ROSE. 
H. Con. Res. 88: Mr. CARPER, Mr. PAYNE of 

New Jersey, Mr. LIPINSKI, and Mr. 
SARPALIUS. 

H. Con. Res. 145: Mr. RANGEL, Mr. LEVINE 
of California, Mr. DANNEMEYER, Mr. PA
NETTA, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, 
Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York, Mr. DYMALLY, 
Mr. ABERCROMBIE, and Mr. PORTER. 

H. Con. Res. 146: Mr. LIGHTFOOT and Mr. 
JONTZ. 

H. Res. 108: Mr. CLINGER. 
H. Res. 115: Mr. HERTEL, Mr. MILLER of 

California, Mr. JONES of Georgia, Mr. STARK, 
and Ms. Norton. 

H. Res. 133: Mr. FAZIO, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. 
HUGHES, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. 
BEREUTER, Mr. JONTZ, and Mr. LANTOS. 



11678 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 

SENATE-Tuesday, May 21, 1991 
May 21, 1991 

The Senate met at 10 a.m., on the ex
piration of the recess, and was called to 
order by the Honorable JOHN B. 
BREAUX, a Senator from the State of 
Louisiana. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today's 
prayer will be offered by our guest 
chaplain, Dr. Harry Kilbride, of Capitol 
Hill Metropolitan Baptist Church in 
Washington. 

PRAYER 
The Reverend Dr. Harry Kilbride, 

Capitol Hill Metropolitan Baptist 
Church, Washington, DC, offered the 
following prayer: 

Let us pray: 
Almighty God, who spoke stars into 

space; who directs the course of his
tory; and in whose hand is the heart
beat and destiny of every man; 

I commit the Senators who will gath
er here today to Your guidance and 
care. Give to each one a humble soul, 
but pride in America; a wise mind, but 
the faith of a child; a tough skin, but a 
tender heart; and, above all, at all 
times and in all matters both public 
and private a desire to please God our 
Maker and Provider. 

May Your grace rest upon their fami
lies, especially those separated by 
many miles, or any, sadly, separated 
by misunderstanding, breakdown, or 
failure. Help and heal, I pray, those 
who are sick, or sad, or lonely, disillu
sioned, or doubting. 

May each Senator rise above personal 
problems to do good business for this 
beloved Nation. And I pray that on 
that great day of accounting none shall 
be ashamed of what they say and do 
here today. 

I ask all these things in the name of 
Him who came not to condemn the 
world, but to save it; Jesus, my Sav
iour, Lord, and Friend. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore [Mr. BYRD]. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 

To the Senate: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, May 21, 1991. 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable JOHN B. BREAUX, a 

(Legislative day of Thursday, April 25, 1991) 

Senator from the State of Louisiana, to per
form the duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. BREAUX thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

SENATE ELECTION ETHICS ACT 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senate will now resume con
sideration of S. 3, which the clerk will 
report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 3) to amend the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 to provide for a vol
untary system of spending limits for Senate 
election campaigns. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Pending: 
(1) Boren amendment No. 242, in the nature 

of a substitute. 
(2) Dodd amendment No. 246 (to amend

ment No. 242), to apply uniform honoraria 
and income limitations for Congress, and 
other officers and employees of the Govern
ment. 

(3) McConnell amendment No. 247 (to 
amendment No. 242), to provide for direct ap
peal to the Supreme Court of rulings on the 
constitutionality of the bill and amendments 
made thereto. 

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The majority leader is recog
nized. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to use as much of 
my leader time as may be necessary. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without ob]ection, it is so or
dered. 

SCHEDULE 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, at 

this time, the Senate has resumed con
sideration of S. 3, the campaign finance 
reform bill. It is my understanding 
that Senator DODD's amendment, No. 
246, is the pending business. It is also 
my understanding that Senator STE
VENS intends to offer a second-degree 
amendment to the Dodd amendment. I 
hope that we can proceed to dispose of 
that amendment as soon as possible. 

I am also advised that Senator MOY
NIHAN intends to proceed with an 
amendment regarding unearned income 

upon disposition of the Dodd amend
ment. 

In our discussions prior to recess last 
week, the managers of the bill and my
self and others talked about a ten
tative schedule under which the distin
guished Senator from Kentucky would 
offer a major amendment to be debated 
this afternoon, and I hope that we can 
still reach that point. I understand 
there will be several other amendments 
to the bill. 

I want to repeat today what I have 
now said publicly on several occasions; 
that we will begin the recess at such 
time as we complete action on the 
pending bill, the budget resolution con
ference report, and the fast-track legis
lation. I anticipate that the House will 
be acting on the budget conference re
port either later today or tomorrow 
and I have already discussed this with 
the distinguished Republican leader. It 
is my intention to bring that to the 
Senate floor as soon as possible, even if 
it requires temporarily laying aside the 
pending bill because I think it is im
portant that the budget process go for
ward. That has a time limitation of 10 
hours. I hope we can reduce that time 
and get it done promptly. 

The fast-track legislation has a time 
limitation of 20 hours. I hope we can 
agree to reduce that time and dispose 
of that promptly. 

I may be, as I often am, overly opti
mistic, but I retain the fond hope that 
we can complete action on all of these 
measures by some time late Thursday, 
so that the Memorial Day recess can 
begin at that time and Senators can re
turn to their home States to partici
pate in Memorial Day activities. If I 
am again proven to have been overly 
optimistic, as has occurred in the past, 
why, then, we will remain here on Fri
day for as long as is necessary to com
plete action on these measures. But I 
hope that will not be necessary and 
that we can proceed with dispatch on 
these measures. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

SENATE ELECTION ETHICS ACT 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill. 
Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, par

liamentary inquiry. I understand now 
pending before us is the Campaign Fi
nance Reform Act and the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Connecti
cut. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator is correct. 

• This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I rise 

in support of the amendment of the 
Senator from Connecticut to prohibit 
the receipt of honoraria by U.S. Sen
ators. I am a consponsor of the Dodd 
bill and have introduced similar legis
lation, S. 56. 

Senators are public servants and 
should be paid by the public, not by 
special interests. Speaking before 
groups should be considered part of our 
official duties, not a means of enhanc
ing our income. While the cost of living 
in Washington, DC, is very high and 
many Senators incur the expense of 
maintaining residences both in their 
home State and here in the Capital, I 
believe it compromises the integrity of 
this institution to supplement our in
come through honoraria. 

Under current Senate rules, as we all 
know, Senators may accept $23,568 in 
honoraria in addition to their $101,400 
salary. The honoraria limit is not 
much higher than the national income 
median for an American family. In this 
time, when many Americans are find
ing it difficult to make ends meet, I be
lieve the practice of Senators receiving 
honoraria reflects poorly on this insti
tution. 

When corporations and special inter
ests are allowed to pay large amounts 
of money to hear Senators speak, a 
great potential for conflict of interest 
arises. Speaking to groups, whether to 
interest groups, to town halls, or to 
schoolchildren, is a part of our respon
sibility as Senators. The groups I ad
dress have already paid me because 
they pay my salary through their 
taxes; they should not have to pay me 
again. 

For this reason, I have never accept
ed honoraria. I believe it is fundamen
tally in conflict with our public duty 
and service. So I urge my colleagues to 
adopt this amendment, which I think is 
the right and proper thing to do. I real
ize we have a problem in this body with 
many Members who must supplement 
income and that we have to address the 
problem of salary income. 

I understand also there will be an 
amendment offered later, perhaps by 
the Senator from New York, banning 
unearned income, income from invest
ments of Members of Congress, particu
larly of the Senate. 

I have a personal interest in that, 
having that kind of income. I think 
there is a distinct difference, however, 
between honorarium that is paid by 
special interest groups to a Member of 
Congress, particularly a Senator, to go 
and speak and an investment made by 
a Senator and his wife which returns 
some interest or some income on that 
investment. To' me, it is very clear that 
one depicts or leaves the strong image 
of seeking favors and seeking income 
from special interests, where another 
one derives from the fact that an in
vestment has been made. 

When an honorarium is paid to a 
Member of Congress, there is no risk 
involved. It is not, yes, you may get it 
or, no, you may not. When you are 
asked to speak, you ask for the hono
rarium or the honorarium is offered. 
There is no risk on your part whether 
or not you are going to get the hono
rarium based on the speech. But in the 
area of investment, some people make 
investments that do not pay any divi
dends or income and some do. To 
equate these two, to me, is fallacy and 
not good common sense. So I hope the 
Senate will adopt the Dodd amendment 
and reject the amendment dealing with 
unearned income. I thank the Chair. 

AMENDMENT NO. 246 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise today in support of the amendment 
proposed by my senior colleague from 
Connecticut, Senator DODD, and to 
thank him for his continued leadership 
on the issue of honoraria. If we adopt 
the amendment he offers today-as we 
did when we considered campaign re
form legislation last year-we will 
take a big step in the direction of re
moving a cloud over the Senate. I know 
that honoraria do not buy votes, but 
cash payments to a Member of the Sen
ate create an aura in which mistrust 
and suspicion can grow-and we can do 
without more of that. 

It may be useful here to consider how 
we would view a judicial nominee who, 
while a sitting judge, took honoraria 
from parties in cases before that judge 
and then continued to sit on those 
cases. I believe that there would be a 
severe outcry against that hypo
thetical judge. We would, quite prop
erly, view that judge as having com
promised both himself and his office by 
creating the appearance of impropri
ety, even if that judge did not let the 
honoraria affect his or her decisions. 
· Mr. President, I recognize that we 

are not judges. And I understand that 
as elected political officeholders, in the 
absence of full public financing, we 
must continue to solicit and collect 
funds in order to run for office. But un
like political campaign contributions, 
honoraria up to $27,337 go directly into 
a· Member's pocket. It is a form of pri
vate financing of a Senator's personal 
expenses. We should not receive private 
remuneration while we are public offi
cials. 

Mr. President, much of the debate 
over campaign reform has centered on 
the relative merits of spending caps, 
public and private financing of elec
tions. Regardless of how we feel on 
these issues, I believe we can all agree 
that Senators' salaries should not be 
paid by lobbyists and interest groups. 
The time has come to buttress public 
confidence in the integrity of this body 
by enacting a ban on Senate honoraria. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator yields the floor. 

The absence of a quorum is noted. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
as if in morning business for up to 5 
minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator is recognized. 

THE EDUCATION INITIATIVES 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, a 

month ago I thought partisan politics 
would stand in the way of meaningful 
progress in education reform. It seemed 
that the President's education reform 
proposal was on a collision course with 
the Democrats' bill, S. 2. 

Just 1 day before President Bush was 
to announce his education plan, the 
Senate Labor Committee approved a 
hastily written S. 2 which more than 
doubled the authorized spending 
amount and added several new legisla
tive proposals which had not been re
viewed by committee Republicans. 
Every Republican on the Labor and 
Human Resources Committee voted 
against S. 2 after an attempt failed to 
take out the provisions that were the 
most controversial. 

When the President outlined his edu
cation proposal the following day 
Democrats greeted it with skepticism 
and even some very sharp criticism. 
But as word of America 2000 spread 
around the Nation, the plan was ap
plauded by education and community 
leaders and many parents and teachers 
as well. The strategy was described by 
many of them as being far-reaching 
and innovative because it tackled 
school reform head on by providing a 
foundation for real improvement. 

Today I am more optimistic about 
possible bipartisan cooperation. Skep
ticism and criticism about the Presi
dent's education strategy have since 
given way to a willingness among 
many Democratic leaders to give it a 
chance. 

The majority leader agreed to post
pone consideration of S. 2 in order to 
give the President time to develop the 
legislative proposals to implement his 
program. S. 2 and the President's strat
egy have much in common. Both bills 
contain provisions that would call for a 
heightened Federal role in elementary 
and secondary education policy, favor 
Government-financed experiments in 
education reform, place an emphasis on 
innovation and technology in the class
room, make literacy and adult edu
cation a priority, make schools more 
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accountable for the results of their ef
forts and give them more flexibility to 
achieve these results, and involve the 
private sector in a more important role 
in improving education. 

But there are differences. S. 2 seeks 
to set into law the national education 
goals established by the President and 
the Nation's Governors last year and 
expand those goals to include two addi
tional goals. S. 2 would create a com
peting goals panel, with a different 
membership, to assess State edu
cational practice, even though the Gov
ernors' panel is well into this impor
tant work. 

President Bush has long believed par
ents should have more say about where 
their children attend school. America 
2000 suggests several ways to encourage 
local communities to experiment with 
parental choice programs. S. 2 contains 
no similar provision. 

The White House believes it can ac
complish education reform without 
making new increases in overall Fed
eral education spending. Many Senate 
Democrats apparently disagree. The 
President's strategy would call for $690 
million in spending in fiscal year 1992, 
which will keep us within the limits we 
set last year in the Budget Act. 

Mr. President, I close by simply chal
lenging the Senate to make every ef
fort to work in a bipartisan way to co
operate to resolve differences between 
the two legislative initiatives before 
us, the President's proposal and the 
Democratic leadership proposal, S. 2. I 
would like to think we can all be proud 
of the work product we will produce on 
the Senate floor, and I hope before the 
July 4 recess. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

SENATE ELECTION ETHICS ACT 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, my 

apology for holding up the Senate. I 
was involved in a colloquy with the 
Secretary of Defense in the Defense Ap
propriations Subcommittee. It seemed 
to be very important, and I was not 
able to be here immediately to offer 
this amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 248 TO AMENDMENT NO. 246 Last year I decried the fact that the 
(Purpose: To make the amendment effective Senate was going to accept a policy 

on the date on which the rate of pay of which left us in the position of getting 
Members of the Senate becomes equal to ever decreasing pay as compared to the 
the rate of pay of Members of the House of 
Representatives) House of Representa-tives. They did 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send adopt a new pay schedule, and that pay 

an amendment to the desk and ask for schedule is tied to inflation. We have 
its immediate consideration. adopted a pay schedule, but it decel

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern- erates with inflation because it auto-
pore. The amendment will be stated. matically phases out honoraria. So the 

The assistant legislative clerk read difference between the total income of 
as follows: a Senator and the total income of a 

The senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS] House Member is accentuated every 
proposes an amendment numbered 248 to year with the inflationary spiral. 
amendment No. 246. I do not wish to raise the total sub-

On page 2, line 23, strike "January 1, 1992." ject of pay equalization now. My pur
and insert "the date on which the rate of pay pose is merely to say that the Dodd 
of Members of the Senate becomes equal to amendment, which I will support if this 
the rate of pay of Members of the House of amendment is agreed to, should reflect 
Representatives." a change and a commitment of the 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern- Senate to abandon honoraria at such 
pore. The Senator from Alaska. time as we bring about equality of pay 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this is with the House of Representatives. 
a simple amendment. It changes the ef- It is a controversial amendment, I 
fective date of the Dodd amendment. I understand. But I offer this amend
believe the time has passed when we ment to give to the Senate an oppor
should argue in favor of perpetuating tunity to express the sense of the Sen
far into the future the concept of hono- ate on this initiative of Senator DODD. 
raria. But Senator DODD'S amendment 
will effect an absolute reduction in in- I was informed some time ago that 
come for Members of the Senate of my friend would offer this amendment 
over $23,000. to deal with honoraria, and I said at 

I have raised the subject of pay the time that, although in the past I 
equalization with the private sector as have opposed it, I would not oppose 
far as the Senate and the Congress is this initiative. It will provide, inciden
concerned, and I have been criticized . tally, uniform honoraria and income 
for that in all quarters. But I do be- limitations for the Congress as a 
lieve that we have to keep in mind whole, but it does not provide uniform 
those who come after us. Because of salary and other benefits for the Con
the generosity of one of my relatives in gress as a whole. My amendment would 
supplementing my financial base, it is do that by saying that his amendment 
not quite the same for me now as it would become effective when the Con
was when I was a young Senator here gress takes the other step of equalizing 
with five children. Eventually I put the pay and benefits of the Members of 
five children through college-God Congress. And I hope that there is an 
knows how, but it was achieved-on a agreement here in the Senate on this 
Senate income. concept. 

Today the Senate pay is even further Mr. President, I started off by talk-
out of line with the private sector than ing about the new people who will 
it was because we have not adopted the come to the Senate in the years ahead. 
pay schedule that was approved by the I do not believe that it is possible for 
House. As I said, I do not believe that the Senate to continue this concept of 
we should reject the concept of the disparity between the income levels of 
Dodd amendment. The honoraria criti- the Senate and House without a serious 
cism increases each year, and I do be- detriment to the Senate in the future. 
lieve that, as we get more and more in- We should not become a body of 
volved in more and more complicated multimillionaires. We should not be
circumstances in our country, the time come a body of people who tell those 
that a Senator spends in pursuing who may be interested in coming to 
honoraria to supplement income does the Senate in the future that, when 
really detract from the time that we they do, they will have to accept a pay 
have to think out the courses that we level less than that paid by the tax
would recommend to the Senate to deal payers to the Members of the House of 
with these various problems. Representatives. 

But it does seem to me that, under As I said, I have stood on this floor 
the existing law, honoraria will decline and defended honoraria. I do believe 
each year as the cost-of-living in- there is a basic concept in our history, 
creases. We are tied to a COLA in- that of the Chatauqua circuit concept, 
crease, so, in effect, we are saying we under which those involved in the po
are phasing out our honoraria with in- litical sphere went from city to city 
flation. But I do not think that phase- and addressed the populace and an
out should be linked to inflation. I swered their questions. In terms of 
think it should be linked to having an commitment to receive pay for those 
equal base with the House of Rep- appearances, that is represented by the 
resentatives. honoraria concept. 
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I still believe there are others where 

honoraria makes eminent sense, where 
a Senator takes it upon himself on his 
own time to address national organiza
tions, to go before groups that are not 
his constituents and answer questions 
concerning the trends of the Senate 
and of the Government as a whole. But 
the chorus of those who try to detract 
from the work of the Senate and seek 
constantly to deride the Senate have 
zeroed in on honoraria to the extent 
now that I do believe the time has 
come to put that subject behind us, but 
only, only if we reach the conclusion 
that it will come into effect when we 
equalize the pay of the Congress. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I have a 
great deal of sympathy for the state
ment just made by my colleague from 
Alaska, who I consider to be one of my 
close friends in this body. The points 
he makes are extremely worthwhile. It 
is an outrage in many ways that we 
have disparate salaries for these two 
bodies, the other body and the U.S. 
Senate. It defies logic in the sense, for 
that reason and no other, to have Mem
bers of the Congress serving in these 
two Chambers being paid salaries of 
some substantial difference. 

On his point regarding the makeup of 
this body and those who are able to 
seek office and hold office, there is, in 
a sense-and I offered the amendment 
on this particular legislative proposal 
because there is-a correlation here, 
not only in terms of those who can 
serve but those who can actually seek 
this office considering the exorbitant 
amount of dollars that need to be 
raised in order to run a viable cam
paign for the U.S. Senate. 

And then, if you are fortunate 
enough to have been able to do that, to 
be able to afford to stay here, I realize 
in the eyes of many people in this 
country, if not most, it is a difficult 
concept to understand, but the Senator 
from Alaska is entirely correct when 

. you start to ·consider living in two 
places, maintaining two residences, 
whether it is rent or home ownership, 
and all of the costs associated with 
that, it becomes extremely difficult. 
And there is the danger on both counts, 
both in terms of what you have to raise 
and what you have to have personally 
in order to get this, and then, having 
arrived here, the ability to be able to 
stay here and be able to maintain a 
family. 

So on his points on that, he has no 
argument whatsoever from the Senator 
from Connecticut. I totally agree with 
him. I think it is regrettable and unfor
tunate that over a year ago we had an 
opportunity to address this issue and 
failed to do so in this body. I think all 
of us, if not most of us, lament the fact 
we did not take advantage of that op
portunity and deal with the issue at 
that particular time. For a variety of 
reasons, that did not occur, not the 
least of which was the fact that there 
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were not the votes in the Senate at 
that time to support the proposition 
which was endorsed and supported by 
the other body. 

Having said all of that, Mr. Presi
dent, and having expressed my sym
pathy for the concept embodied in the 
proposal of the Senator from Alaska, 
there is a distinction here that has to 
be drawn and that is that even though 
one can make a very good case that the 
remuneration for Members of the U.S. 
Senate ought to be on a par with that 
of the House, the issue of honoraria is 
a separate matter, in the sense that it 
still perpetuates a system only allowed 
in this particular Chamber wherein 
Members are allowed to supplement 
their salaries by seeking outside 
sources, primarily through speaking 
fees. 

The Senator from Alaska mentioned 
the rich tradition of the Chautauqua 
circuit. That certainly is a very viable 
and worthwhile way in which Members 
who serve in the public sector are able 
to express their views and engage in 
public debate of the weighty matters 
before the Federal Government. What I 
do not think was probably envisioned 
was that you might receive as much as 
$2,000 for appearing on that Chautau
qua circuit. 

Years ago, of course, Members of 
Congress were allowed to maintain 
their active private lives in addition to 
serving as Members of Congress. Over 
the years we have seen that change to 
a point in which today, as I mentioned 
a moment ago, U.S. Senators, to the 
best of my knowledge, are the only 
Federal officials who are allowed to 
supplement their salaries through the 
use of speaking fees to private organi
zations. That, in my view, while it has 
not been abused to the extent where 
there have been very few cases where 
people have actually in some way vio
lated their public trust, it is the per
ception of that more than anything 
else, and regTettably, but it is cer
tainly true and no one knows it better 
than people who serve in public life, 
perceptions can be more devastating 
than the reality and the perception is 
that Members of the Congress, Mem
bers of the U.S. Senate, are engaging in 
a practice which brings to their level of 
debate and to their public responsibil
ities a greater degree of access and in
fluence as a result of accepting these 
fees than otherwise would be the case. 

So while there is a nexus, a clear 
nexus in .terms of compensation, there 
is a separate issue that needs to be ad
dressed and that is whether or not, as 
a separat~ matter, Members of the U.S. 
Senate ought to be paid from sources 
other than the Public Treasury. It is 
this Senator's view that that ought not 
to be the case, except in some identifi
able areas, which the Senator from 
Kentucky and I discussed yesterday, 
for instance, in literary publications, 
that in those areas I feel clearly that 

an exception ought to be drawn for the 
very reason the Senator identified the 
Chautauqua circuit. 

Today that is not as possible to en
gage in the travels of a Chautauqua 
circuit, but certainly through the use 
of publications we are able to engage in 
that debate and for that reason I think 
an exception can be made there. At 
some point, I think even that exception 
may be carved out on that particular 
area. 

Mr. STEVENS. If the Senator will 
yield for a question and a comment, I 
understand what the Senator is saying, 
but only this past week I agreed to 
take on an assignment for a Senator 
who had accepted an honorarium ap
pearance and, because of an illness in 
the family, was called out of town. 
That was an appearance before a group 
from across the Nation that come to 
this town at a time when we were not 
in session. They had asked our col
league to appear and make a statement 
on a specific issue and answer ques
tions from some 140 business people 
from throughout the country. 

I agreed to do that. I found it to be a 
very stimulating event, as a matter of 
fact, because we did have some dif
ferences of opinion between the Mem
bers, and some of the Members and my
self. But that certainly is like Chau
tauqua. Instead of having the Members 
go around the country, these people 
came here for a meeting and they were 
quite interested in at least two sub
jects. They were not specific in terms 
of legislation, but they were specific in 
terms of their interest. I spent some 
hour and a half engaging them in this 
colloquy. 

I still see a role for that for Members 
of the Senate. I think if we totally do 
away with honoraria we may find out 
that there is a gap there and it is going 
to be filled by some of these people who 
think they know what is going on in 
the Senate, instead of by those who 
know what is going on in the Senate. 

But in any event, my question to the 
Senator is that the Senator's amend
ment does have a provision for some 
continued outside earned income, 15 
percent. I think it would be well to 
have a dialog as to, what does that 
mean? Does it continue the stipend? In 
other words, as I understand the sti
pend concept, if I made a contract with 
that association to appear before their 
meetings, whenever they come in to 
town, for an hour, and on a yearly con
tract, whatever it would be, 15 percent 
of my annual income, that that stipend 
is not within the honorarium concept. 
It is a contract for more than one ap
pearance and therefore it would be 
legal under the Sena.tor's amendment. 

Is that the Senator's intention? Does 
he intend to mean that stipends for 
multiple appearances is legal, but 
honoraria for a single appearance is il
legal as far as the Senator's conduct is 
concerned? 



11682 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 21, 1991 
Mr. DODD. I appreciate the Senator's 

question, Mr. President. Let me ad
dress both points that he has raised. 

In the first instance, I still believe, 
as I said a moment ago, that the idea 
and concept of Members of Congress 
appearing before various groups and or
ganizations to debate or to discuss or 
to inform and to educate is extremely 
worthwhile. I have not accepted hono
raria for a couple of years. I did in the 
past. It is of public record. 

I have found I still receive invita
tions to debate, to discuss, to appear, 
and I look forward to those opportuni
ties and engage in them. I think it is 
very much a part of our responsibility. 
The distinction being, I suppose, I do 
not receive as many invitations where 
a mere appearance on my behalf would 
result in a $2,000 check to my personal 
bank account. I think there is that re
sponsibility and I think most Members 
do engage in it. I would inform the 
Chair and my colleagues here that my 
good friend from Alaska, less than 24 
hours ago, very graciously gave a sub
stantial amount of his time to appear 
before a group of constituents from my 
State to discuss the industrial base 
questions. He very generously gave of 
his time. 

Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator 
yield there, Mr. President? I say to the 
Senator that that is money in the bank 
because you are going to pay me back 
one of these days, right? 

Mr. DODD. Absolutely. 
Mr. STEVENS. That is a quid pro quo 

also. 
Mr. DODD. That is correct. 
Mr. STEVENS. I did accept the kind 

invitation of my friend from Connecti
cut and we discussed something that I 
think is of extreme importance to the 
future of the country, the industrial 
base of the United States. The Senator 
from Connecticut asked me to appear 
and have this discussion with Members 
that come to this town annually for 
the Dodd forum, I think is what it is 
called. 

Mr. DODD. Correct. 
Mr. STEVENS. I have no problems 

about that at all. But I have to tell my 
colleagues that there are hundreds of 
these forums that come here. I do not 
think many Senators are going to take 
the time to see them in lieu of going to 
a daughter's ballet class, or to their 
son's baseball game, or to some event 
with their wife, a opera or symphony 
here in this town. 

The incentive for going to those 
things is the capability of earning in
come. And at the present time that in
come is of substantial advantage to 
many of the Members of this body who 
do not have an adequate income base 
to maintain those two homes that my 
colleague talked about and be able to 
pay the costs of their families. Very 
few people understand the problem of 
Senators from the West. 

I knew one Senator from the West 
who did not go home for more than 12 
years because he would not leave his 
family here and there is no allowance 
for moving his family back home even 
once a year. When I take my family 
home to Alaska, that is not at Govern
ment expense. Yet we are Alaskans, 
and in order to maintain the roots for 
my children, I have tried to take them 
home from time to time. 

That has been financed in large part 
through the honorarium process. I have 
been able to augment my income dur
ing the times I have been here and not 
being involved in Senate business-and 
I can never remember a time when I 
had a conflict between a honorarium 
and Senate business. Most of them are, 
in fact, out of town but some of them 
are here. I would say also, parentheti
cally, I have never accepted a hono
rarium in my own State. I do not be
lieve that is proper. 

In any event, the concept the Sen
ator seeks to impose right now is a ter
mination on January 1 of next year of 
the ability to earn that income, know
ing of the differential with the pay of 
Members of the House. At the present 
time, as I said, Senators' pay is $23,000 
less than that of Members of the 
House. 

There are some Members here who 
privately told me-l do not know if 
they will come to the floor and say 
this-if the Senator's amendment 
passes they will have to retire. They 
could not meet their current obliga
tions of maintaining homes in their 
home State, maintaining a place to 
live here, and maintaining the kind of 
conduct that is expected of them as 
Senators and their family obligations 
at the same time, without that $23,000. 

There are people out there in the 
viewing public who are going to send 
me, again, thousands of letters saying 
if you cannot do it get out of there and 
I will show you how it can be done. I 
expect those kind of letters. But I 
again tell them now that is not the sit
uation with me, thanks to a deceased 
relative. But I do tell my colleague 
there are people here who have come to 
me and told me that. 

What is the Senator from Connecti
cut going to do about this amendment 
in terms of the timing of the impact of 
this pay reduction on those in this 
body who must have it, according to 
their present circumstances? 

Mr. DODD. If the Senator will allow 
me to reclaim my time here, I was at
tempting to address both of his ques
tions. The first is the notion somehow 
that Members of Congress will no 
longer engage in public debate, either 
in this city or elsewhere, because there 
is not an honorarium. I think that is 
wrong. I think Members will. I think 
they have in the past. I think they will 
continue to do so because I think there 
is a heightened degree of public respon
sibility here in terms of sharing our 

• 

views with others, and the fact that 
there is not the carrot of $2,000 waiting 
at the end of that talk I do not think 
will minimize that. It may in some par
ticular cases. That was point No. 1. 

Point No.2, we have left out some ex
ceptions here that this Senator has 
made in the area of stipend. Generally 
stipends would be covered under the 
honoraria ban. However, we have al
lowed at least for some exceptions 
here. I mentioned one in the case of lit
erary publications because I think 
there is a lot of value in that. It can be 
done on a Senator's own time. 

Also the possibility of teaching, 
which is something that a number of 
our colleagues have done, at edu
cational institutions. 

It may be at some point even those 
exceptions will run into some dif
ficulty. I do not think that ought to be 
the case. The Senator from Alaska 
knows what I am talking about here. 
We are not talking about the kind of 
behavior people normally engage in, in 
these activities. Frankly, it is this no
tion somehow that if you just show up 
someplace you can collect a couple of 
grand, and that frankly goes on. He 
knows it, I know it, everyone else 
knows it here. 

I regret deeply we have not achieved 
parity with the House of Representa
tives in terms of salary. That is a mat
ter this body will have to come to 
terms with. But it seems to me that is 
a separate issue. The issue here before 
us is whether or not we are going to 
perpetuate and continue a process 
which has created untold bad percep
tions, in my view, for this institution. 
It is the only place left in the Federal 
Government where you can engage in 
that behavior. 

I regret deeply others may find it 
necessary under these circumstances to 
retire and not seek reelection. I hope 
that would not be the case. But this 
has been an age-old problem. It goes 
back to the founding of the Republic. It 
certainly is not going to disappear, ei
ther. It is a constant issue that comes 
up over how Members of Congress are 
compensated. We are in the unfortu
nate position where we have to vote on 
that issue one way or the other. No one 
else can decide it for us. But that, it 
seems to me, is another matter that 
this body is going to have to come to 
terms with. 

The issue now is whether or not we 
are going to perpetuate an honoraria 
system. What the Senator has offered 
with his amendment can be construed 
in a variety of different ways but cer
tainly I suggest what we are voting on 
here would be a pay increase and that 
is what the vote would have to be read 
as. At this particular time, given the 
climate of the Nation and the reces
sion, I do not know whether people are 
going to accept that. I think at some 
point we will achieve that parity. But 
we confuse the debate by confusing 
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that pay issue with another issue, 
which is whether or not we are going to 
allow and tolerate a system wherein 
now a good one-fifth of a Member's sal
ary comes from special interest groups 
on the outside-those who can afford to 
pay the $2,000. Most of our constituents 
could not do that. We know where it 
comes from. It comes from those orga
nizations, those associations, that have 
the financial wherewithal to be able to 
underwrite a speech or an appearance. 

Unfortunately I think that detracts 
from our public responsibilities. Others 
can arrive at different conculsions. I 
certainly respect those who have drawn 
a different conclusion from all of this. 
They can certainly vote accordingly. 

I offer the amendment because it is 
something most people today, I think, 
believe needs to be changed. I regret
fully urge the rejection of the amend
ment of my friend from Alaska because 
I do not see how you can construe it in 
any other way than being a vote on a 
pay increase at this time, and urge the 
amendment I offered yesterday. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, that 
was an expected comment from the 
Senator from Connecticut. I regret my 
friend's opposition t0 this amendment. 

Let me point out what the Senator 
from Connecticut said yesterday when 
he offered his amendment. He said: 

This amendment is very straightforward. 
It would conform the Senate rules on hono
raria and outside income to those approved 
by the House of Representatives in the Eth
ics Reform Act of 1989. There will be one ex
ception, Mr. President, that I will offer mo
mentarily. But, basically, it is the same 
proposition as included in that legislation. 
As such, Mr. President, first, the amendment 
would conform the Senate rules on honoraria 
and outside income to those that apply in 
the House of Representatives as well as to 
the executive and judicial branches of Gov
ernment. 

My amendment is not a pay raise. My 
amendment says if you want to con
form with the House in terms of the 
House rules on honoraria and outside 
income, you must first comply with 
the confirmation to the total income 
package of Members of the House of 
Representatives. 

I do not think the Senator from Con
necticut can deny the fact that his 
amendment will reduce the income in 
1992 for a substantial portion of this 
body that currently relies upon the 
$23,000-plus that his amendment will 
delete from their potential income to 
pay mortgages, to pay school payments 
for their children, whatever it is. It is 
in the base now. It is in their base now 
and the net effect of the Senator's 
amendment is to renege on the com
mitment that was made last year when 
the Senate did not take the pay raise. 
It decided to keep the honoraria. 

It said to a Senator, if you need addi
tional money to maintain yourself 
here, you may continue the practice of 
honoraria in the Senate and in an 
amount in excess of that which the 

House of Representatives has allowed 
to itself in view of the fact that the 
House has raised its pay. It did it in 
two increments, but it has now raised 
its pay considerably more than that of 
the Senate. 

A commitment was made last year. 
It was an incentive, as a matter of fact, 
to get the Senate to pass that bill that 
the Senator from Connecticut now 
wants the Senate to conform with. It 
will renege on the decision that was 
made to those Members of the body 
who said, "Wait a minute. We cannot 
live here if you do that to us-either 
raise the pay or leave the honoraria." 
And the decision was made by the lead
ership, primarily by the majority, Mr. 
President, that we will keep the hono
raria and deny ourselves the pay raise. 

I say to the Senate that fair is fair. 
Again, I will state from a point of view 
of my situation, I do not need that 
money now, but there was the day 
when it would have made the difference 
to this Senator staying in Washington. 
I know a great many people here with 
young children, in particular, who are 
in that position who cannot stay here 
with that kind of an abrupt change in 
their income picture. 

All I ask is that we keep the basis of 
our decision last year. If we do not 
want to state categorically that we 
will keep the honoraria until we equal
ize pay-and that is all this does; it 
does not raise pay. It just says this was 
the deal we made last year. We will 
keep honoraria until we raise our pay. 
I think that is fair, and I think it is un
fortunate that my friend says this is a 
pay-raise amendment. 

This Senator will raise that issue at 
another time in a proper way, I can as
sure the Senator from Connecticut, be
cause I feel strongly that what we did 
last year was wrong. I said it was 
wrong then and I was a candidate for 
reelection last year when I said it was 
wrong. I think more people ought to 
stand up and say what is right. 

What is right is a Member who comes 
to this body ought to be able to have 
sufficient income base that is not 
something that worries him or her in 
terms of meeting family obligations, 
taking into account that many people 
maintain two homes. Those of us from 
the West have to maintain two homes. 
I know there are some Members from 
the East who can actually go home and 
do not even have a home in Washing
ton. That is their choice. Particularly 
those from the West have to have two 
homes. It is a burden, and it is a finan
cial burden. 

Some Members have far beyond the 
income that is necessary. I understand 
some Members even do not accept their 
income from the Government and serve 
in the Senate, which is their preroga
tive. I applaud that I think it is a deci
sion that they are entitled to make. 
But Senator DODD's amendment would 
reduce the income of sitting Senators, 

income that they relied on in order to 
sign agreements to purchase condomin
iums ·or apartments or homes or sign 
long-term leases here. There is just no 
reason to have that kind of an abrupt 
change in the Senate's concept of how 
to deal fairly with itself and its own 
Members. 

All I have said is this is not a pay
raise amendment. If the Senator wants 
to make it a pay-raise amendment, I 
will be glad to introduce that subject, 
too, before we are through. But I say to 
the Senator that I am merely doing 
what he said to the Senate yesterday 
he was doing. 

My amendment, too, is a straight
forward amendment. It would simply 
conform the Senate rules on honoraria 
and outside income and earned income 
with that of the House of Representa
tives. 

The Senator from Connecticut covers 
two of them but not the third. My 
question to the Senator from Connecti
cut is why not? Why not be fair to 
these people who voted for that bill 
last year thinking that although the 
House is going to receive more salary 
from the Federal Government, they 
were not decreased in terms of their 
current income earning capability by 
the bill that they voted for last year? 
This, if we vote for the Dodd amend
ment this year, will reduce the poten
tial income, the actual income, really, 
of Members who do accept honoraria by 
an excess of $23,000 a year. 

Mr. President, neither the Senator 
from Connecticut nor I are talking 
about something the public does not 
know something about. We report fully 
our outside income, whether it is from 
honoraria or from earned income or 
from unearned income. 

We fully disclose the basis of our in
come picture, and I support that disclo
sure. I think particularly in honoraria, 
we have a separate category for that. It 
is set forth in particular detail. 

I think if anyone wants to have that 
printed in the RECORD, I will be glad to 
have one printed in the RECORD to show 
how it really does appear in detail in 
our disclosure statements. There are · 
no estimates. It says who precisely 
paid the Senator for an appearance, 
precisely what the appearance was, 
when it was, how much was earned, and 
whether there was any transportation 
related to it. 

There have been many political cam
paigns in which honoraria have been 
raised, but to my knowledge, I do not 
know of any Senator who has ever had 
his future political status in this body 
change because of whether he decided 
to accept honoraria or not to accept 
honoraria. 

I do think, though, as I stated in the 
beginning, that many of the people who 
attack this body and the integrity of 
the body have seized upon honoraria
the Senator does to a certain extent in 
his own statement criticizes those of us 
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who may have taken honoraria in the 
past and continue to take honoraria 
now. I do not. I think it is entirely an 
ethical concept, fully disclosed, and 
something that ought to be realized. 

The Senator's amendment continues 
the practice of prohibiting an attorney 
from practicing law. I accepted that. 
The day I came to Washington, I 
turned over everything I had in my law 
office, and I was the senior partner to 
my junior colleague and I have not 
practiced law since I became a Senator. 
That was just a matter of my own per
sonal ethic. I have no problem with 
that. 

I do sometimes raise the question 
about the rights of others to continue 
to earn their income. Farmers continue 
to earn their income. There are Mem
bers of this body who even receive pay
ments for not growing crops. You do 
not pay us for not practicing law. So it 
is not really an equal body in many re
spects. But there is one thing about it, 
there ought to be some comity on the 
floor of the Senate. 

We ought not to precipitously take 
action which will legally impair the fi
nancial position of Members of the 
Senate. I tell the Senator from Con
necticut, Mr. President, I believe this 
will embarrass many of our colleagues 
who rely upon that honoraria income 
to meet their ongoing bills that they 
have already committed to for the 
term they are here now. 

If this amendment is not adopted, I 
might say to the Senator, I will offer 
an amendment to make it effective on 
January 1, the first day that every Sen
ator's term in this body will have ex
pired. In other words, it would be Janu
ary 1997, because I think those people 
who are here now who have made their 
agreements for 6 years or 4 or 2, what
ever it is, ought to be able to live here 
in accordance with the rules they 
thought were in effect financially when 
they came. 

(Mr. ROBB assumed the chair.) 
Mr. DODD. Will my colleague yield 

for a moment? 
Mr. STEVENS. I will be happy to 

yield. 
Mr. DODD. As sometimes happens in 

debate, the seed of a brilliant idea 
emerges. The suggestion of paying law
yers without practicing law might ac
tually carry far beyond this Chamber 
given the litigious nature of the United 
States. I commend him for that idea, 
but I can only imagine the outcry that 
would occur. I appreciate the notion, 
the idea we might compensate attor
neys for practicing law. 

Mr. STEVENS. I say to my friend, 
Mr. President, there are some who I 
think are compensated and still are not 
practicing law. 

Mr. DODD. That is probably true. Let 
me say to my friend from Alaska, it is 
not this Member's intention-we know 
each other well-to embarrass my col
leagues. 

I said yesterday this is not an amend
ment I relish offering because it does 
go to the very nature of how we are 
compensated as Members. Frankly, I 
would prefer others might bring up this 
amendment or we might have dealt 
with it before. I agree with the Sen
ator, I wish it had been dealt with last 
year. I think it is regrettable we did 
not deal with it at that particular 
time. 

The Senator from Alaska is entirely 
correct. The problem was on this side 
of the aisle in terms of the absence of 
votes being here at least as we under
stood it at the time. So he will have no 
argument from this Senator on that 
account at all. 

Nor is it my intention to want to de
prive Members of this body the oppor
tunity to be able to serve here. That is 
not the issue at all. 

These are the most difficult issues to 
raise, issues that go to how we are 
compensated, how we live as Members, 
as individuals. But the fact remains, I 
say to my friend from Alaska, just as 
he understands today the rationale for 
saying to people who come here, you 
cannot continue to practice law and 
you cannot serve on boards of directors 
and be compensated for it because of 
the problems inherent with that par
ticular practice-we understand that
the very same arguments we are rais
ing today about the honoraria issue 
have been raised about those particular 
areas. 

Certainly there were those who 
served in this body who practiced law 
independently in recess periods or 
times they were not in session who did 
represent clients with matters not be
fore the Federal Government. They 
were honorable men and women who 
served in public life. 

But I think we understood there was 
a larger issue with which we were deal
ing. So we understood the rationality 
for excluding or prohibiting those sorts 
of activities. 

That is the same case here today. I 
am not going to suggest to my col
league from Alaska there are people 
engaged in some sort of dreadful behav
ior because they accept a $2,000 speak
ing fee and who will also do their work 
here and are exemplary Members of the 
Senate. 

What we are talking about is the per
ception that one-fifth of your salary is 
coming from outside special interests. 

I happen to believe Members of Con
gress, Members of the Senate ought to 
be paid by the public. That ought to be 
a basic tenet with which we deal as we 
come here or seek to come here. The 
idea of running for the Senate saying, 
"Well, I will take four-fifths of my sal
ary from the public and one-fifth from 
outside special interest groups," I do 
not think that ought to be the motiva
tion. So I hope that today we will deal 
with this as we did last year by a vote 
of some 77 to 23 and ban this practice, 

get about the business of achieving 
parity between the two bodies when it 
comes to salary, because I think the 
Senator from Alaska is absolutely cor
rect, but we ought not to confuse the 
two issues today. That is the effect of 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Alaska. 

Mr. President, I say to my friend 
from Alaska, I am prepared to vote on 
these amendments. I see no reason for 
us to perpetuate this debate. I think 
the issues are fairly clear. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I think 
I have the floor. I yielded for a ques
tion, but I did not hear it. 

Mr. DODD. Is the Senator prepared to 
wrap up the debate? 

Mr. STEVENS. If that is the ques
tion, the answer is no. I hope other 
Senators will be stimulated to come 
over and discuss this. I think it is time 
to come out of the closet as far as this 
issue is concerned. Last year, we voted 
on it 2 hours after it was brought to 
the floor. There were statements made 
that I regret. I think there are news
paper articles around the country talk
ing about the Senate in terms of saying 
this is a disgrace; we have accepted 
this honoraria. I think the honoraria 
concept was put into effect to recog
nize what had been done before. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Con
necticut has raised that, so let me get 
specific. Let me ask the Senator from 
Connecticut if he remembers any of the 
Senators who practiced law while they 
were here, who had open practices. Ire- . 
member one who was in New York, Chi
cago, and practicing here. He had his 
name on three law firm doors. He was 
one of the Senate's most distinguished 
Members. His photograph is all over 
this place. 

It was because of the perception 
raised about lawyers practicing law by 
the same people who now attack hono
raria that we did away with the con
cept that people could continue to 
practice law and, in their own mind, es
tablish an ethical basis for their life. 
Those were honest, reputable lawyers 
and honest, reputable Senators at the 
time. But because of the fact that peo
ple kept raising this question about 
conflict of interest, conflict of interest, 
conflict of interest, we have done away 
with the concept that a member of the 
legal profession can practice law. 

As I said, on the very moment I be
came a Senator, I stopped practicing 
law. That was because I knew at the 
time the concepts out there in the pub
lic mind, concepts that were wrong. 
They were wrong. 

I would be happy to discuss some of 
the former Members of this body who 
were attorneys and practiced law while 
they were here. Many of them were 
here at the time when the Senate and 
the Congress were actually a "citizen 
legislature," as Senator Howard Baker 
used to say. They came in January and 
went home in June, and they lived in 
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their own communi ties and they had a 
life of their own away from the legisla
tive process. They were constantly in
formed on issues with which they dealt 
because of that constant interaction 
with the public from where they came. 
The doctors and the lawyers and the 
veterinarians did the same thing. 

Now, the amendment of the Senator, 
interestingly enough, perpetuates in
come for two special classes of people: 
people who write books and those who 
teach. An interesting thing, teachers 
can go right ahead and be professors, 
but lawyers could not appear in the Su
preme Court. Which is more important 
to the future of the country, I do not 
know. But I tell you the former Mem
bers of the Senate who made their ap
pearances before the Supreme Court as
sisted the Supreme Court in reaching 
decisions that were in the great inter
est of this country. 

The amendment of my friend says it 
is all right, you can write books and 
take the income from that, you can 
make appearances as a professor and 
take the income from that, but if you 
go right across the street and talk to a 
chamber of commerce or labor group or 
group of teachers per se and accept an 
honorarium from their association, he 
says, no, no. All of these critics are 
right, if you do that, if you appear be
fore a group and get paid by the single 
appearance-just think of this, Mr. 
President. One appearance gives you 
the appearance of being a crook. One 
appearance of bringing disgrace to the 
Senate. But a series of them under a 
stipend sgreement, there is no dis
credit; a professorial stipend, there is 
no discredit. 

We have colleagues who appear every 
day, or every week I guess it is, on 
radio. They get paid a stipend. This 
does not change that at all. But if you 
go downtown and appear before a na
tional association, give a speech on a 
subject and answer questions for an 
hour, aha, that is bringing disgrace on 
the Senate. 

We have let ourselves be painted into 
the corner. Those people who are crit
ics of the Senate ande not painting us 
into the corner. We are painting our
selves into the corner. We painted our
selves into the corner last year when 
we voted 77 to 23 on the Senator's 
amendment. It did not become law. 
When it got to conference someone 
kicked it out, I guess. 

The procedure we are trying to pass 
now will make it more difficult for 
Members of the Senate to do what is 
right. Instead of giving a speech, I 
guess I could write a little book, al
though one of my colleagues found this 
is not true. He wrote a little book and 
distributed it. He said I will go down 
and answer questions. By the way, 1,000 
of you pay me $2 for the book. 

The line the Senator from Connecti
cut draws is not a line between black 
and white. 

And there ought not to be so many 
lines drawn. As a matter of fact, we 
ought to go back to the concept of eth
ical conduct. 

This Senator was chairman of the 
Ethics Committee for awhile. We did 
not have any of these notorious inves
tigations and whatnot at the time. We 
had a system of preventive medicine. I 
encouraged the staff to call around and 
say to Members of the Senate and to 
their staffs, "If you are planning to do 
anything, anything you are doing, if 
you have any questions about it, call 
us and we will give you advice free, a 
hot line. Just call. The cochairman and 
I agree. We will answer questions." 

We did not have any of these cases 
develop then, because we did not try to 
draw lines in the sand and say, "If you 
do this you are OK; if you do not, if you 
do that, you are wrong.'' The .Senator's 
amendment perpetuates that to an ex
tent, and the House did it to them
selves, too. 

The House has said: "You can take 15 
percent income of your salary in out
side earned income," and then it sort 
of says, "those of you who are lawyers, 
you cannot practice. You cannot have 
any outside income." But if you are a 
veterinarian, it is all right; if you write 
a book, it is all right. But if you make 
a public appearance before a book 
group, that is wrong. 

I say the Senator's amendment needs 
some analysis. I wish other Members of 
the Senate would come over here and 
think a little about what we are doing. 
The basis of my amendment is if you 
want to say let us conform to the 
House and the decision the House made 
on two-thirds of the package, then sim
ply say we will conform when we do the 
complete package that the House did. 

And the complete package was, in 
fact, doing away with honoraria in ex
change for a pay increase. I am not 
saying let us raise the pay right now. I 
am saying let us make up our minds we 
are going to make the commitment we 
made last year that we would not do 
away with honoraria until we did raise 
the pay. That is the understanding, I 
think, that this Senator had of what 
we did last year. 

If anyone wants to come in and say 
that is not the case, indicate anywhere 
that was the decision, I will be glad to 
debate that, too. 

Incidentally, Mr. President, the Sen
ator from Connecticut said yesterday 
he had a series of cosponsors. I have ex
amined the RECORD. There are two co
sponsors of this amendment. I would be 
happy to know who they are, who has 
joined in this sponsoring of a ban on 
honoraria without keeping the com
mitment concerning income as far as 
the Members of the Senate are con
cerned. 

I agree; I stated at the very begin
ning that the perception is there. The 
undercurrent, as the Senator from Con
necticut calls it, is there that somehow 

or other, people who accept honoraria 
are doing something wrong. To a cer
tain extent, with due respect to my 
friend from Connecticut, he almost 
breathes life into the undercurrent and 
makes it a roaring flood, and says that 
those people in the past who accepted 
honoraria were wrong. 

I do not think they were wrong. They 
did what was in accordance with the 
rules of the Senate and of the Congress 
as a whole. As a matter of fact, it is en
tirely within the ethical conduct of the 
U.S. Senate to engage in the practice 
of accepting honoraria, provided it is 
duly reported, disclosed, and totally on 
the record, publicly reported, as to 
what the Senator has done in accepting 
the honoraria in terms of travel, et 
cetera. 

Mr. President, I do not really want 
to, and I am not filibustering this. God 
forbid I do that. I do think it is time to 
call the Senator's attention to it, and 
in particular, I would not want to have 
a vote on this matter until we have a 
chance to discuss it at our noon 
lunches on Tuesday. Everyone knows 
we meet for lunch on Tuesday. I do not 
think some people recognize the oppor
tunities that we have to get together 
in our own party conferences on Tues
day at lunch and to discuss issues like 
this. 

I am perfectly willing to do away 
with honoraria. As a matter of fact, I 
would do away with it today if the Sen
ate would have the courage to match 
the House's pay and just accept the de
cision. But for this Senator, I have had 
too many of the people I consider on 
both sides of the aisle my very good 
friends tell me that they cannot face 
this kind of a decision in the time
frame the Senator from Connecticut 
wishes to impose upon the Senate. 

It is a change that is unfortunate. 
But there are still people who come to 
this Senate who do not have independ
ent means and who do have a consider
ably different cost factor in dealing 
with serving the Senate than many 
who live so close to the Senate. 

I note that the Senator from Virginia 
is in the Chair. I am not meaning any 
reference to my friend from Virginia, 
either. It must be convenient, in one 
sense, to be able to go across the river 
and be home, but I am sure it has other 
drawbacks as far as the number of peo
ple that can be in your office the next 
morning. 

But it is still a fact that I think the 
cost factor of representing a State in 
the Senate increases as one goes West. 
I can tell you it increases as you go 
Northwest. I would like to make cer
tain that those people who are think
ing about attempting to run for office 
ca·n look at the Senate and say there is 
no difference between the House and 
the Senate. A young person who is to
tally dependent upon earned income 
right now who looks at the House and 
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the Senate has one decision to make, 
and that is to run for the. House. 

Maybe that is what some Members of 
the Senate want by the disparity, to 
decrease the number of people that 
might take on those who are here now. 
I do not think that is going to be the 
determining factor. The bill that is be
fore the Senate, as a matter of fact, 
deals with the problem of how much 
money to raise to run for office. 

I wish that the Senate would also 
back off from the approach of both 
sides on that one, Mr. President. 

Mr. DODD. Will my colleague yield? 
Mr. STEVENS. I am on a subject 

right now. As long as I am trying to fill 
the gap of 20 minutes, I think I will fill 
it. 

Mr. President, I wish we would talk 
about the length of campaigns. I wish 
we would talk about when we allow 
people to file for office. As I have trav
eled throughout the world, I see my 
friends, for instance, in the British 
Parliament literally representing in
terests before their Parliament. They 
are paid and disclose the salaries they 
are receiving in being a spokesman for 
a particular industry, and serving in 
the Parliament itself. 

Did you know that, Mr. President? 
But beyond that, they have limitations 
on the campaign time. They literally 
do not allow campaigns, as we do, to go 
on for years. I have known Members of 
the Senate that were running for 3 
years, and people are running who are 
not Senators against an incumbent 
running at least 3 years before the elec
tion. 

If you talk about what causes the in
crease in costs of campaigning, it is the 
length of the campaign, as much as it 
is the intensity of the campaign, that 
determines the cost. I think there are 
many things we could do to reduce the 
costs of campaigns. 

What the bills on both sides of the 
aisle address is how to limit the 
amount of money you can raise, or how 
you can use the taxpayers' funds to 
meet the costs. But no one really ad
dresses reducing the costs themselves 
through the mechanisms that are 
available and are in use around the 
world. 

There is no reason for a campaign for 
the U.S. Senate to take 2 years, and 
there is no reason for someone to file 
for office. Do you know Federal law 
now requires you to file at the time
for office, as a candidate-the first 
time you accept a contribution? You 
are a candidate from that day on. So 
once a candidate, you are then involved 
in the whole sphere. I do not think that 
should be the case, Mr. President. 

We have not examined the bill that is 
before us right now to look into what 
causes some of the increases in costs in 
campaigns in this country. We have 
merely said, "Is it not terrible that 
they are going up? Let us either take 
money from the Treasury and pay it, 

or let us limit what people can charge 
to provide candidate services, like the 
television people." 

Many people have suggested requir
ing them to give us time, or to provide 
time at even a lower rate. I have never 
thought that was right, and I think 
that we ought to explore some of those 
concepts. 

Senator DODD said yesterday when he 
proposed this amendment that he 
thought this was a good vehicle for this 
discussion, for the discussion of hono
raria. 

I do not have any problem with that. 
I do have a problem with the concept, 
as the Senator said yesterday, that we 
can strike a new blow for our own self
respect and demonstrate to our severe 
critics that the U.S. Senate has the in
testinal forti tude to reform its own 
house and show its reputation as the 
greatest deliberative body in the world. 
How? By sneaking off and saying we 
did not mean to take honoraria after 
all? I do not think that is right. I think 
we ought to face up to the question of 
what was the honoraria for. It was 
there primarily to allow those who 
needed additional income to supple
ment their income legally, taking into 
account that there are several areas of 
income that are perpetuated when you 
are in the Senate without regard to 
whether you earn it or not. 

I mention farm income as one of 
those items. I do not have anything 
against farmers. I do not imply that, 
but it is just that we recognize the 
problems of some portions of the Sen
ate. We want to strike a blow for free
dom by denying those people who are 
not farmers, who do not write books, 
and are not involved in being profes
sors, an opportunity to appear legiti
mately before groups that are willing 
to pay them for their appearance. 

I say this to my friend from Con
necticut, that I remember the time 
when I went before the American Bar 
Association as a Senator to discuss a 
particular issue. Members of the Bar 
Association called upon me as a lawyer 
to make the appearance free, without 
any costs, even transportation costs. 
They brought out that, as a Senator, I 
could make an appearance before a bar 
association as a legitimate public ex
pense. I did that. When I got out there, 
I found that a friend of mine, who is a 
former member of the Government, 
was transported to that meeting in a 
private jet and was getting $20,000 for 
sitting right beside me and making the 
same statement. I do not know wheth
er my constituents thought I went out 
in a private jet and got $20,000, but I 
tell you I appeared without compensa
tion and traveled at Government ex
pense. 

If we are going to talk about reality, 
we ought to talk about that. That is 
the reality of public life out there. 
There are a considerable number of ex
Senators who are getting paid 10 times 

the amount to appear and talk about 
the Senate process, based upon what 
they knew when they were here, and 
they have not been here for 6 or 8 
years. 

Who is misleading the public? Are we 
by saying let us do away with the 
honoraria, because it is bad for us to do 
that? But as soon as you walk out the · 
door, you can accept an unlimited 
amount from the same groups to talk 
about the Senate. 

I think it is time to debate some of 
these things. I do not think we ought 
to succumb to those who rail against 
the Senate and say that there is some
thing wrong because we are taking 
honoraria. We debated honoraria open
ly on this floor several times. I helped 
write some of the prescriptions that 
are in existing law as compromises to 
meet objections which were raised at 
the time .. 

I think there are still inequities in 
this basic law, and I think we ought to 
at least recognize that. If there is 
going to be total comparability with 
the House, that requires accepting the 
basis of the House's decision on limit
ing honoraria and outside income, and 
it was the pay raise. My amendment 
does not raise pay. It says we will do 
away with honoraria when we do as the 
House did. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the list of cospon
sors of the Dodd amendment be printed 
in the RECORD at this particular point. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

COSPONSORS, HONORARIA BILL 

Senators Byrd, Leahy, DeConcini, Wirth, 
Lieberman, Glenn, Rockefeller, Robb, 
Adams, Harkin, Bryan, Kerry, Levin, Lau
tenberg, Bingaman, Reid, Kassebaum, San
ford, Wellstone. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, my col
league has raised the question of 
whether or not there were other co
sponsors. There are 19 others in this 
particular list. Mr. President, I just 
say-and I will be glad to yield the 
floor before my colleague will ask to 
leave-if an amendment is offered that 
says that the salaries between the 
House and the Senate ought to be equal 
at this point and do away with hono
raria, let that be offered, and the Mem
bers can vote on it. I would prefer the 
result that we tried to achieve a year 
ago. Unfortunately, as I mentioned at 
the outset of my remarks, that did not 
occur. I do not believe that necessarily 
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precluded amendments from being of
fered that would have decided to pro
hibit honoraria. Or I suppose an 
amendment might have been offered to 
increase salaries without banning 
honoraria. The fact that there was 
some agreement reached years ago and 
that is how honoraria-you know the 
history of honoraria. Honoraria began 
because Members here did not want to 
vote for pay increases. So the idea 
came up that we would allow Members 
to collect fees from the outside as a 
way of supplementing their incomes. 
People began to realize that that sys
tem was only working to the detriment 
of this body. That was the original 
idea. 

I think we all recognized today, at 
least there seems to be some recogni
tion of the idea that pay ought to be 
satisfactory to meet the obligations of 
Members here, whether they be from 
the West or East, wherever they are 
from, in order to make it possible for 
them to live here. 

I say to my colleague and others, I 
think most of the American public will 
have a difficult time understanding 
why it is that $100,000 a year is not ade
quate compensation. I understand the 
point of the Senator from Alaska, but 
the difficult problem he has is that 
most Americans are not going to un
derstand that. Unfortunately, that is 
the world in which we live. I think we 
all agree that it is a system that per
petuates a process whereby a substan
tial portion of the salary of a Member 
of this body comes from special inter
est groups. Practicing law and rep
resenting a client before the Supreme 
Court, and treating dogs as a veterinar
ian, are substantially different, I sug
gest. 

Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator 
yield for a minute? 

Mr. DODD. If I may finish my point. 
There are distinctions which Members 
know, such as writing an article, or 
discussing campaign finance reform, 
and appearing before some organiza
tion that may have a particular inter
est in that matter. As the debate 
unfolds, it seems there is a distinction 
that can be drawn. I do not think it is 
necessarily that great. It is a fun
damental difference on being paid for 
an article you write for the general 
public, as opposed to appearing before a 
group of people who have a direct and 
special interest. Let us not delude our
selves. You are not being invited and 
paid $2,000 because you are a great ora
tor or because you are Cicero. You are 
being invited because they want to pay 
you two grand because maybe you will 
listen to them, and maybe you will 
vote with them. Let us not delude or 
kid anybody around here. That is what 
this is all about. 

We still get invited when we do not 
get paid. That may be a different point 
of view. But the organizations will tell 
you they are tired of it, too. They are 

tired of dishing out two grand to show 
up because somebody calls up and says, 
"I would like to show up in Boca Raton 
next weekend, and I understand you 
are meeting down there, and can I get 
my flight paid for and pick up a couple 
of thousand bucks for being there?" 
What are they going to say. "Of course, 
Senator, come on down, show up. Come 
for breakfast, have a coffee and a 
doughnut, we will give you two grand, 
say a few words, and we will see you 
later." That is what happens. I regret 
that. My colleague from Alaska knows 
that. We can talk all we want about 
how it ought to be. 

I remember a lawyer who served in 
Congress. He had one door and on it 
was "Congressman Jones"-that was 
not his name-on the other he had "At
torney Jones." You opened up both 
doors, and you ended up in the same 
room-the same room. That is why this 
practice had to be changed. Regret
fully, there are those who abuse the 
process. 

Today, if we want to kid ourselves 
and believe the public does not get it, 
we are fooling ourselves. They under
stand it. That is why this has to be 
changed. I regret deeply that we do not 
have adequate compensation, as the 
Senator talks about, but do not con
fuse the issue here today. 

That is not the issue. And the Sen
ator from Alaska knows as well as I do, 
if he brings up an amendment that says 
Senators ought to be paid $125,000 or 
equal to whatever the salary is of the 
U.S. House of Representatives, that 
amendment will fail here. Whether we 
like it or not that is the result. 

To suggest simultaneously that we 
ought to perpetuate a system we all 
know that has grown all out of propor
tion I think will be a mistake. 

I say to my colleague from Alaska, 
with all due respect, he makes many 
good points, and he is a dear and cher
ished friend of mine. To suggest how
ever this will denigrate the Senate or 
not be sensitive to the needs of individ
ual Members who face particular finan
cial difficulties or Members will leave 
because this amendment is adopted be
cause they cannot collect honoraria, I 
think that demeans not only this insti
tution but the individual. To suggest 
somehow that they will not retain 
their membership of representing their 
constituents because they cannot col
lect $23,000 in honoraria from special 
interest groups, I know of no Member 
here who would suggest that was the 
case, as difficult as those financial 
hardships are. 

So when we come back I presume, 
Mr. President, based on what my col
league from Alaska has said, we will 
come back ·after our respective cau
cuses here and vote on this matter. But 
let us keep the two issues separate. If 
someone wants to join them, let us join 
them. Instead of having this amend
ment which says at some future date, 

why not offer the amendment today 
that says Members of the Senate shall 
be paid an amount equal to the House 
of Representatives and ban honoraria 
simultaneously? That is at least an 
honest amendment that will give peo
ple a choice here. 

Unfortunately, I say to my friend 
from Alaska, I do not think that 
amendment will carry but that at least 
would put us in a debate here that 
would decide whether or not we want 
to support or endorse the practice that 
is presently in place in the House of 
Representatives and put us on total 
parity. 

Mr. President, when we come back 
here we will continue for a few more 
minutes. I hope we get a time limit on 
this. I see no reason for perpetuating 
this debate for the rest of this after
noon. I am not going to stand by and 
watch this amendment or the argu
ments around here be distorted to the 
point we are suggesting somehow this 
is denigration of the U.S. Senate to 
suggest we ought to stop a practice 
that almost 35 Members on their own 
already decided is no longer something 
they want to be associated with. It 
seems to me the Senate ought to go on 
record as every other branch; the judi
ciary, the executive branch, the House 
of Representatives, the Federal Gov
ernment have said enough; enough is 
enough, and we put an end to it. That 
is all this Senator is trying to do. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the in

ference of the comment of the Senator 
from Connecticut is my amendment is 
a dishonest amendment. I take um
brage at that. Beyond that, Mr. Presi
dent, let me straighten out history. 

The Senate and the Congress put a 
limitation on honoraria in recent 
years. There was never any limitation 
before. I am going to look it up when I 
come back, but my memory is Hubert 
Humphrey was the honoraria king and 
he raised a considerable amount of 
money throughout the country. And 
the Senator implies that people did not 
pay him for his appearances because 
they wanted to listen to Hubert Hum
phrey, somehow they wanted buy him. 

That is not true. Hubert was a great 
friend of mine, too, in spite of the fact 
he sat on that side of the aisle. I tell 
you he was in great demand, as are 
some people in this body right now who 
are in great demand as speakers. That 
would not be this Senator because I do 
most of my speaking on the floor right 
here when I do get aroused to do it, and 
I am aroused right now. Let us not dis
tort history. Just as great Senators 
were great lawyers in the past and had 
an income being a lawyer, an inciden
tal income; being in the Senate today 
we gyrate to the point where former 
great lawyers may become great Sen
ators, but they do not earn any more 
money as lawyers. 
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In terms of speaking the Humphreys 

of the future will not get paid as Hu
bert Humphrey got paid. As a matter of 
fact, I think he got some of his great 
notoriety in terms of national notori
ety because of the Chautauqua circuit 
he was on, earning money to finance 
his political ambition to become Presi
dent. 

I will get those records. I do not 
think the Senate ought to expect a 
vote on this quickly this afternoon, be
cause I am disturbed by the Senator's 
comment that imply those of us in fact 
taking honoraria in the past have 
somehow or other been dishonest. That 
is simply not true. 

The Senator's version of history in 
terms of how we got limitations is not 
true. We put a limitation on honoraria 
because the people, like the Senator 
from Connecticut, came out here and 
said, is it not too bad? The scribes of 
the country are telling us this is bad
that was after Hubert had left, by the 
way. 

They would not have told Hubert 
that because he would have been stand
ing right here beside me if that hap
pened in those days. Everybody here 
who knew Hubert knows that is true. It 
is not a dishonest function of the Sen
ate to make public appearances. And, 
incidentally, by the way, it was in Hu
bert Humphrey's day that we started 
disclosing such income. There probably 
were people before him that made even 
greater amounts of income from mak
ing speeches publicly but they were not 
disclosed. Disclosure was one of the 
great reforms of the later 1960's and 
1970's, and I think, it was true reform 
that the public knows really what is 
going on. 

With disclosure came the people say
ing, my gosh look at that. These guys 
are making money out on this speak
ing tour. 

As I said, there is no disclosure for a 
former Member of Congress; there is no 
disclosure for a former member of the 
Supreme Court; there is no disclosure 
for a former member of the executive 
branch. There is disclosure for Mem
bers of Congress, complete disclosure 
on their income. 

But somehow having gone the step of 
reform telling everybody exactly what 
they are doing, suddenly the scribes of 
the country say, oh, my gosh, look at 
that; they are making that kind of 
money. The limitations went on at a 
time when the salaries were quite low, 
people thought. But I want to tell you, 
Mr. President, the salary of a Senator 
in 1970 in terms of actual income vis-a
vis the economy was greater than it is 
now in 1991. The Sena,tor from Con
necticut wants to take away the hono
raria which were there in 1970, because 
of the pressure from some pressure 
groups. 

Maybe we ought to name them. I will 
bring in some of those in writing, some 
of that diatribe we see about Members 

of Congress who accept honraria. I 
think we ought to air it out, and I do 
not believe that the Senator ought to 
come in here and say oh, look, we made 
a big mistake last year. We allowed 
honoraria to continue until we changed 
our pay and the Senator from Alaska 
suggests that we ought to keep the 
agreement we made last year-there is 
nothing dishonest in that-that maybe 
we ought to put in an amendment to 
raise the pay instead. 

I am just saying let us keep the 
agreement we made last year not to 
raise the pay and to keep the honoraria 
until we do raise the pay. That is all 
my amendment does. We will have 
time this afternoon to discuss it at 
length. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition? 

The Chair recognizes the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. DIXON]. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I wanted 
to speak on a matter pertaining to the 
bill and not on the amendment at 
hand. I ask unanimous consent to do 
that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator is recognized to 
speak on the bill. 

THE ROLE OF PAC'S 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I am a 
strong believer in campaign finance re
form. There is nothing more important 
to our democratic system than the in
tegrity of our election process. And 
since campaign contributions play such 
an important role in elections, that 
means that elected officials have a re
sponsibility to ensure that American 
voters have confidence in the integrity 
of our campaign finance system. 

Unfortunately, that confidence has 
been eroded in recent years. The public 
is ·rightfully discouraged about the 
ever-increasing costs of campaigns, and 
the public knows very well that can
didates for public office now have to 
spend all too much of their time rais
ing money. American voters, therefore, 
want. real campaign finance reform. 
They expect real campaign finance re
form, and they deserve real campaign 
finance reform. 

The key to real reform begins with 
spending limits. Without spending lim
its, there can be no meaningful reform. 
S. 3 has meaningful spending limits, 
which is why I support this bill so en
thusiastically. The legislation, of 
course, also contains many other sig
nificant reforms which I support. It is 
sound, thoughtful, workable legislation 
and I hope we will pass it overwhelm
ingly and send it to the House of Rep
resentatives. 

There is one area, however, where I 
am much less enthusiastic, the area 
dealing with political action commit
tees, commonly known as P AC's. The 
bill prohibits PAC's from making cam
paign contributions. For a number of 
compelling reasons, I think a flat ban 
is a mistake. 

First, I think a flat ban is unconsti
tutional. The first amendment to our 
c ·onstitution says, in applicable part, 
that: 

Congress shall make no law* * *abridging 
the freedom of speech * * * [or] to petition 
the Government for a redress of grievances. 

Yet that is just what a flat ban does. 
I could go on at some length as to why 
that is so, but I think all my col
leagues already know this ban is of ex
tremely dubious constitutionality. 
That is why both S. 3, and the Repub
lican approach have a standby provi
sion that limits PAC contributions if 
the ban is found unconstitutional. 

Perhaps even more important than 
the constitutional issue, however, is 
the fact that such a ban has no place in 
a democracy like ours. PAC's are sim
ple organizations. Whether connected 
to a union, a corporation, a trade asso
ciation, or an interest group, a PAC 
does nothing more than allow individ
uals who share common goals, values, 
and interests to pool their resources so 
that they can more fully participate in 
our political system. 

PAC's have greatly increased the 
number of individuals participating in 
the political process because many peo
ple like the fact that they can partici
pate through a PAC rather than mak
ing direct contributions. Frankly, I can 
understand why some people with an 
interest in our political system are re
luctant to contribute directly. Anyone 
who has ever answered a direct-mail 
solicitation knows that responding to 
one triggers a blizzard of follow-on 
mail, both from the organization they 
contributed to, and from other organi
zations that borrow or purchase the 
first organization's contributor lists. Is 
it any wonder, then, that some people 
want to participate in the political 
process more indirectly? 

Furt.her, it is worth keeping in mind 
that the contributions to PAC's by 
their members are mostly small ones, 
the kind we say we want the most. 
PAC's boomed after the 1974 and 1976 
campaign finance reform bills-bills 
that were designed to reduce the influ
ence of wealthy individuals able to 
make large contributions to a can
didate, or even to finance an entire 
campaign. 

Current law has a $5,000 limit on the 
amount an individual can contribute to 
a particular PAC. Given that the 
amount an individual can give to a 
candidate directly is limited to $1,000 
for general elections, that sounds like 
a lot. However, the average contribu
tion to a PAC by its members is no
where near $5,000. In fact, it is not even 
anywhere near $1,000. 

A couple of examples illustrate this 
point. The Teamsters Union, a union, 
by the way, that endorsed President 
Ronald Reagan in 1980 and President 
George Bush in 1988, has roughly 1.6 
million members. Roughly 10 percent 
of Teamsters members contribute to 
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the Union PAC, and their average an
nual contribution is less than $34. 

Business PAC's are basically similar. 
According to the National Association 
of Business Political Action Commit
tees, the average business PAC receives 
roughly $61 per year from 741 members. 

Opponents of P AC's argue that they 
play too great a role in our election 
process, that they, too, often have nar
row agendas, that they are trying to 
trade influence for votes on particular 
issues, and that they contribute over
whelmingly to incumbents. The com
bination of these things, it is argued, 
makes PAC's a negative influence on 
our political process. 

It is true that the number of PAC's 
and total PAC contributions to elec
tions have both increased enormously 
over the last two decades. However, as 
I have already indicated, the average 
contribution an individual makes to a 
PAC is small. Further, given the influ
ence the trillion dollar-plus Federal 
budget has on American life, and given 
the critical role Federal regulatory and 
legislative decisions can have on Amer
ican citizens, should they not have a 
right to get together to push their po
litical agendas, and should they not 
have a right to put their money where 
their interests are? 

As to the influence of PAC contribu
tions to candidates on the legislative 
and electoral processes, I want to re
mind my colleagues that PAC's have 
significantly tighter regulation and 
stricter disclosure requirements than 
have been required of individual con
tributors. These provisions ensure that 
American voters know exactly what in
terests a PAC represents, who the PAC 
is contributing to, and how much it is 
contributing. 

There may be someone around here 
that really believes that only P AC's 
have political agendas and that indi
vidual contributors are all motivated 
to give to a candidate solely because of 
their interest in good government, but 
reality is not that simple. That is why 
current law regarding individual con
tributors requires disclosure of their 
employers. However, it is much easier 
for a candidate to review the list of 
PAC contributions to his or her oppo
nent, to compare that list to the posi
tions the opponent takes or votes the 
opponent has cast, and to try to per
suade voters that the opponent is act
ing in response to the contributors' in
terests rather than their interests, 
than to do the same thing based on 
lists of individual contributors. Yet, in
dividual contributors may have given 
for exactly the same reasons the P AC's 
did, and the possibility that a can
didate is perhaps too responsive to con
tributors and not responsive enough to 
constituents is no less when the con
tributors are individuals. 

Disclosure is what is now required, 
and disclosure ensures that voters have 
the information they need to help them 

make an intelligent decision as to 
whether a candidate will really put 
their interests first. 

The final concern some have is that 
PAC's contribute overwhelmingly to 
incumbents. All I can say to that is 
that it demonstrates that PAC man
agers may have some of the same flaws 
as some S&L managers, because, in the 
Senate, at least, incumbents are not 
overwhelmingly likely to be reelected. 
As I have stated here many times be
fore, the theory of incumbent advan
tage is not supported by the evidence. 
Only 55 Senators that were in the Sen
ate in 1978 were still in the Senate in 
1988. Over that same period, 39 incum
bent Senators were defeated. In two of 
those election cycles, newcomers won 
over 50 percent of the seats at stake. 

Even outspending their challengers 
did not help a number of incumbents. 
In the three elections between 1984 and 
1988, for example, 14 incumbent Sen
ators were defeated; 11 of them out
spent their challengers. To the extent 
that PAC's overinvest in incumbents, 
therefore, they simply hurt themselves 
and the political agendas they pursue. 
And frankly, since PAC contributions 
are not protected by the deposit insur
ance safety net, I do not think that 
this Senate ought to be in the business 
of trying to protect PAC's from their 
own mistakes. 

Mr. President, for all the reasons I 
have set out, I think the case against a 
flat ban on PAC contributions is a very 
strong one. It seems to me that any 
perceived problems PAC's may create 
are more appropriately dealt with by 
limiting the percentage of PAC con
tributions a campaign can seek. S. 3 is 
about limits; its heart is a system of 
limits on campaign spending. In this 
context of limits, it makes sense to 
limit the amount of PAC contributions 
a candidate can accept. 

Further, I am well aware that our 
election system must not only be above 
reproach, it must also appear to be 
above reproach. While I do not think 
PAC's represent a detriment to our 
electoral process, I am sensitive to the 
fact that many people see an appear
ance of a problem, and that means that 
some PAC reform is called for. 

I had, therefore, considered offering 
an amendment restricting the amount 
of PAC contributions a candidate can 
accept to 25 percent of the spending 
limit in the candidate's State. This 
limit would, it seems to me, help guar
antee that the goal of ensuring that 
candidates have broad-based financial 
support is met, and it would address 
the perceived problem that PAC's are 
increasingly dominating election fi
nancing. 

Mr. President, this change would ac
complish what needs to be accom
plished, without denying Americans 
their constitutional rights to join to
gether to participate in the election 
process. It is sensitive to what must be 

our top priority-protecting the integ
rity of our election process-without 
undermining important principles that 
are at the foundation of our democ
racy. Because of the deep divisions over 
the S. 3 spending limits, however, I 
think it would be impossible to get a 
vote on this issue that would be un
tainted by the overall controversies 
surrounding the basic bill. I am there
fore not going to offer the amendment. 
I do hope, however, that the managers 
of the bill will consider what I have 
said here today, and keep in mind when 
the bill is eventually conferenced with 
the House of Representatives that a 
good case can be made for continuing 
PAC's with reasonable limitations. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. President, I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

KERRY). The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

TROOP LEVELS IN EUROPE 
Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I 

have just come from a meeting with 
German Chancellor Helmut Kohl and 
his sons Walter, a Harvard University 
graduate, and Peter, a student at MIT. 
We discussed a number of substantive 
issues, including the issue of our troop 
levels in Europe. It has been my 
strongest feeling for a long time that 
we should further reduce our troop lev
els in Europe, perhaps on a gradual 
basis, and develop a plan that would 
accelerate the reduction of our troops 
in Europe. 

I certainly am not an isolationist. 
But American taxpayers have been 
bearing the heaviest burden of defend
ing Europe. I know the NATO alliance 
has worked, and I have been a strong 
supporter of the NATO alliance. The 
NATO military alliance is perhaps the 
most successful military alliance in 
world history in the sense of having 
achieved its objectives without firing a 
shot. 

If it were not for the strong military 
buildup and the strong military stance 
the United States took in Europe over 
the years, we probably would not have 
seen the changes now occurring in 
Eastern Europe. We probably would not 
have seen enormous changes in the So
viet Union. Indeed, I believe that the 
military efforts of Ronald Reagan, per
haps more than anything else, resulted 
in what has happened in Eastern Eu
rope. I know that is open to debate. 



11690 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 21, 1991 
There are many Democrats and Repub
licans who supported that buildup, in
cluding myself. 

But now the time has come to reas
sess our bases and our troops in Eu
rope. It certainly seems to me, as we 
look at Europe, we see some countries 
that are richer on a per capita basis 
than the United States. We see a Eu
rope that does not spend nearly as 
much on defense as the United States. 
We see a Europe that benefits just as 
much as we do from our military oper
ations, be they Desert Shield or any
where in the world. We see a Europe 
completely capable of defending itself 
from any credible threat today. 

We also see a Europe in which the 
threat of a ground invasion is certainly 
much less than before. That is not nec
essarily true on the nuclear side, be
cause the Russians have not disman
tled their nuclear capabilities. But 
they are dismantling their ground 
forces at an accelerated rate. 

At the same time this is occurring, 
we are experiencing base closures in 
the United States. Indeed, I supported 
the base closure law, and I supported 
the decisions of the Base Closure Com
mission. There are many bases in Eu
rope that we could relocate to the 
United States. We have a mobile capa
bility with our forces, as demonstrated 
by Operation Desert Storm/Desert 
Shield. We can move troops anywhere 
in the world in a matter of hours. 

Congress recently has taken steps to 
reduce our troops stationed in Europe. 
For example, the fiscal year 1991 De
fense authorization bill included a re
duction of 50,000 U.S. troops stationed 
in Europe from 311,000 to 261,000. I 
voted for this bill. Although I feel we 
should have made a greater reduction 
than 50,000, it was a step in the right 
direction. I also voted for amendments 
to the Defense authorization bill and 
the Defense appropriations bill that 
would have reduced our troop levels in 
Europe by an additional 30,000. 

Mr. President, I am not alone in my 
concern regarding a reduction in the 
number of our troops stationed in Eu
rope. According to the House of Rep
resentatives Armed Services Commit
tee report on the fiscal year 1992 and 
1993 Defense authorization bill: 

The administration has provided few con
crete details about the specific force levels 
and basing plans envisioned for Europe by 
1995. 

Although the administration appar
ently is aiming toward a two-division 
Army corps and a three-air wing force 
in Europe, the House report further 
stated that-

This force structure does not make clear 
the number of troops and location of bases 
needed. 

The reasons and the arguments for 
these bases have come to an end. Yet, 
the American taxpayer continues to 
pay for them and our deficit gets larger 
and larger. Later this year, I shall join 

in offering amendments to further re
duce these troop levels. 

A TRIBUTE TO MOTHER 
Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, each 

year I have been in office I have done 
something special for the mothers of 
my staff members. I send each staff 
member's mother a letter telling her of 
some special thing her son or daughter 
has done in the past year, along with a 
staff picture. I do this sincerely, with a 
deep belief that paying respect to 
mothers reflects a basic value in our 
society. 

Also, I include a quotation about 
motherhood. This year I used a quote 
from President Teddy Roosevelt: 

When all is said, it is the mother, who is a 
better citizen. The successful mother is of 
greater use to the community, and occupies 
a more honorable as well as a more impor
tant position than any man in it. 

The mother is the one supreme asset of the 
national life. She is more important, by far, 
than the successful statesman, or business
man, or artist or scientist. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to print additional material in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

MOTHER'S DAY 

The days started early. Her voice would 
call me out of a sound slumber. Chores need
ed to be done on the farm before school. My 
mother's gentle presence was always there
encouraging, nurturing, providing our meals 
and a hug. 

My mom raised five children on a 160 acre 
South Dakota farm. That wasn't easy. It was 
the toughest job on the farm. In those days 
there weren't too many modern conven
iences. But she raised us with patience and 
love, and we are all so grateful to her. She 
represents the typical South Dakota moth
er-she doesn't expect any thanks. She 
doesn't think what she did was unusual. 
She's just a good per~on. 

Her quiet faith was our inspiration. She 
was the rock on which we hung in a storm. 
My mother's inner strength is something I 
still marvel. She faced the trials of rural life 
in the same way she celebrated the tri
umphs. She provided the drive and courage 
to help me achieve my dreams. My mother 
made sure we knew we would always be win
ners in her eyes. 

As we near Mother's Day, please excuse me 
as I brag about my mother. I want to salute 
her and all the mothers who have made our 
state and nation what it is today. 

In Washington, D.C., many people have 
high titles-Chairman, Ambassador, Arch
bishop, Senator, President. But on Mother's 
Day, we pause to salute our dear Mothers 
who, without special titles or recognition, 
did the most valuable, difficult and reward
ing jo~they raised us. 

I will close with selected portions of a 
statement from Theodore Roosevelt: 

"When all is said, it is the mother, who is 
a better citizen. The successful mother is of 
greater use to the community, and occupies 
a more honorable as well as a more impor
tant position than any man in it. The moth
er is the one supreme asset of the national 
life. She is more important, by far, than the 

successful statesman, or businessman, or 
artist or scientist." 

Happy Mother's Day! 
Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I 

yield the floor, and I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

RECESS UNTIL 2:30 P.M. 
Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
stand in recess until the hour of 2:30 
p.m. 

There being no objection, at 12:25 
p.m., the Senate recessed until 2:30 
p.m.; whereupon, the Senate reassem
bled when called to order by the Pre
siding Officer [Mr. BRYAN]. 

SENATE ELECTION ETHICS ACT 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill. 
Mr. FOWLER. Mr. President, because 

of some important business being con
ducted off the floor of the Senate, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab
sence of a quorum having been sug
gested, the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for 3 min
utes as if in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Colorado is recog
nized. 

Mr. WIRTH. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. WIRTH pertain

ing to the introduction of S. 1108 are 
located in today's RECORD under 
"Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.") 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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SENATE ELECTION ETHICS ACT 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Colorado is recognized. 
Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator 

yield for one moment without losing 
his right to the floor? 

Mr. WIRTH. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator from Alaska. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have 
been called to a conference. I have an 
amendment pending to the Dodd 
amendment. Under the circumstances, 
I have been requested to withdraw that 
amendment at this time and raise it at 
a later date so it will not confuse the 
issue on the Dodd amendment. At this 
time, I withdraw my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has that right. The amendment is 
withdrawn. 

The amendment (No. 248) was with
drawn. 

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Senator 
from Colorado. 

Mr. WIRTH. I thank the Senator 
from Alaska. I know the managers of 
the bill will be pleased that we can now 
move ahead. 

Mr. President, no single step is going 
to restore public confidence in the Con
gress and in our elected institutions of 
government. But our efforts here this 
week to reform campaign finance laws 
are going to make a major move in the 
right direction. The amendment of the 
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. DoDD] 
certainly puts us even further on the 
right track. 

Much of the debate this week sur
rounds the issue of money, money, 
money everywhere, its source, the 
amount of it, and its perceived, and I 
will say very real, influence in the U.S. 
Congress. 

Mr. President, that is not a new phe
nomenon, as you know. We have been 
exposed to it for a long, long time. I 
suppose the histories of government 
and representative democracies are 
ones of being surrounded by money in 
various forms, and it is a continuing 
battle to try to keep that under con
trol. 

Whether that money comes to elect
ed officials in the form of campaign 
dollars, or honoraria, its nature, I be
lieve, is always suspect in the eyes of 
the public, for good reason. The vast 
amount of campaign money, I think, is 
clean, but as the old saying goes, one 
bad apple spoils the whole bunch. The 
same is probable true of honoraria. 
Just the perception of taint is as good 
as the real thing, and it is up to us to 
repair the bonds of trust that have 
been broken by this money between 
elected officials and the voting public. 
For that reason I support the Dodd 
amendment. 

If you recall, this body had the 
chance to take care of this problem in 
November 1989 but failed to do so. At 
that time, in a significant number of 

discussions on the floor and debate, a 
lot of us remarked that this issue was 
going to be back, and so it is, and un
less we take care of the problem now, 
it is going to continue to haunt us 
until we do. The time is right. The op
portunity is upon us. Let us settle the 
honoraria issue once and for all and 
move on to other issues and get on 
with the very important issue of cam
paign finance reform. 

Mr. President, I would like to spend a 
few minutes, if I may, as well address
ing the broader issue of campaign fi
nance reform. I think we have a very 
real cancer facing this Congress and 
facing our representative government 
if we do not fix it. 

It is eating away at us. It is much 
more serious, much more severe, and 
much more of a problem than most 
people understand. I think the prob
lematic nature of this and the can
cerous nature of campaign finances, 
the way they are run today, seeps in in 
a variety of different ways. There are a 
number of different concerns, Mr. 
President. Let me list some of those. 

First of all is gridlock. None of us 
who have been in this institution can 
be proud, at times, about the way in 
which the institution operates. Veto 
power is everywhere in the institution, 
and as we know it is always easier to 
stop something than it is to get some
thing going and get something to 
occur. That is increasingly the case as 
every small interest group, no matter 
what interest group it is, now has de
veloped a large capability to come in 
and attempt to influence what goes on 
in here because of the amount of 
money that it spends on candidates or, 
maybe even more importantly, on what 
people perceive to be that if that fund
ing does not come to their campaigns 
it will go to the opponents, and even 
worse than that if it goes to the oppo
nents maybe the worst thing of all it 
goes into independent expenditures and 
very heavy negative advertising. 

The fear of funding is paralyzing 
much of our capacity to go ahead and 
operate. And that is a very real phe
nomenon here Mr. President. It is very 
deadly for this institution. 

It is extremely difficult in any case 
to get agreement among 235 million 
Americans, 100 Members of the U.S. 
Senate, or 435 Members of the other 
body. That is hard enough as it is. But 
when there is this kind of veto power 
effectively here for the purposes in 
many cases of purchasing political out
comes, that makes it even more impor
tant and even more deadly. 

We are at a time of real deadlock. 
The system is not working very well 
any more, Mr. President. It is time for 
us to make the kind of changes that 
can slow this down. 

No single change is more important 
than limiting the amount of money 
that has to be spent. There is almost 
no Member of this institution, with 

very, very safe seats, either because of 
the political makeup of their State or 
their own political genius has made 
their seats safe. Most of us do not have 
that situation. 

Most seats, are one way or another, 
relatively competitive. In that situa
tion, we have to raise these huge 
amounts of money, spend a vast 
amount of time going out hither and 
yon with a cup out, sort of tapping the 
pavement and saying, "Please support 
my reelection," talking to a whole va
riety of people, many of whom do not 
know anything about it, are concerned 
perhaps only with a negative issue of 
their own and make contributions in 
that way. 

All too often that happens, and as we 
are obsessed with and in need of raising 
so much money, what happens is that 
we are reaching out to all of these in
stitutions and we have become a shad
ow of the self that ought to be here. We 
are so concerned about raising that 
money, or so concerned about where 
else it is that money might go if we 
displease a particular interest group, 
or worse still if we really do a job of 
displeasing that interest group they 
come out and run a rampant number of 
independent expenditure negative ad
vertising. 

Some of us had that experience of 
vast amounts of great expenditure ads 
being run. I would cite a number of 
those. I have done that before. I will 
leave that to another time. Gridlock is 
one of the results of this chase that we 
are on. 

Another result I believe is that the 
level of debate in the U.S. Senate had 
declined significantly. One of our sen
ior Members has talked about this as 
the loss of the soul of the Senate. We 
are supposed to be here to be the great
est debating society in the world. We 
are supposed to be here to be the most 
important deliberative body in the 
world, a model that other countries 
have said that they want to follow. We 
are in this institution presumably to 
try to take a long view of the society, 
a long view of our Nation's interest, 
and a long view of the interest of the 
country as a whole and try to put to 
rest many of the factional and geo
graphical pressure that tend to pull 
this society apart if we are not there. 
That is the role of the U.S. Senate, 
again the soul of the Senate, to be de
bating what is good long-term for us, 
where are we going as a country and 
why. 

That happens almost never. We in 
the institution now are so obsessed 
with the immediacy of each tiny inter
est, perhaps over legislating on that 
front. The level of debate and the level 
of care about that long-term direction 
has declined. It has declined in the 
short time that I have been here, and it 
has certainly declined from everything 
that I have read over a lot of history 
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about this institution and what it rep
resents in this society. 

Where are we headed and why? Very, 
very little of that, Mr. President. 

And related to that this business of 
pursing money has a third phenomenon 
which is the capacity for us as Mem
bers of this institution to sit down and 
formulate a long and careful presen
tation about what we ought to do and 
where we ought to go, much less the 
. one party or the other to do a coherent 
and careful job, disappears. 

Mr. President, I will bet you any
thing that the occupant of the White 
House both during the last 8 years and 
now is delighted to help see us on this 
chase for money; that we spend so 
much time out now, Friday, Saturday, 
Sunday, Monday, raising an average of 
$4.5, $5 million per Senate race, spend
ing an enormous amount of time doing 
it, I will bet you anything they are de
lighted to see this happen because that 
limits our ability to present a coherent 
vision of the country that may be dif
ferent from theirs. From the perspec
tive of a Democratic position, that is 
increasingly difficult for us to do so be
cause we are spending so much time 
looking at the business of raising 
money and so little time focused on the 
public policy question. 

A fourth area, Mr. President, is clear
ly the perception of this being a cor
rupting influence, the scandal, or po
tential for scandal is out there. I can
not believe, again from my reading of 
history, that any time you have this 
much money floating around, any time 
you have this kind of millions and mil
lions of dollars at stake over a short 
period of time being raised and being 
spent, that any time that happens you 
are not going to eventually have some 
kind of corrosive and corrupting influ
ence. 

I think we have seen edges of that, 
we have seen pieces of that over the 
last 3 or 4 years. And I am here to tell 
you if we do not make the changes now 
I believe that we are going to have a 
major scandal blowing up some time 
down the line that is going to come 
back and harm this institution and 
harm the notion of representative gov
ernment ·even more thoroughly than it 
has already. 

A final note, Mr. President. The ar
gument has been made that we should 
delete all provisions in this related to 
public financing. I would just ask any
body who has a sense of history to look 
at that question. 

We changed the rules very signifi
cantly for the Presidency following the 
Watergate scandal. We changed the 
way in which Presidential campaigns, 
which prior to 1974 had been funded by 
a handful of very important and very 
large interests, we changed that func
tion and the Presidential campaigns 
are now working very well, Mr. Presi
dent. We have gotten rid of the taint of 
a few interest groups being able to 

have enormous influence over the high
est office in the land and in the world. 
That worked because of the checkoff 
fund and because of public financing. 
That worked because we were able to 
limit the amounts of money that major 
pieces of influence could bring to bear 
on that office. 

It has been good for the Presidential 
campaign. It has been accepted, I be
lieve, by all of the candidates for Presi
dent, with the exception, I believe, of 
one, former Governor Connally; and it 
is a process we ought to be adopting 
here as well. 

It is that piece of public financing, 
very inexpensive compared to the 
costs. Senator KERRY will be talking at 
great length and very eloquently about 
this matter. It is very important: 
minor investment, major return to this 
society. 

This bill in front of us, in summary, 
is extraordinarily important for our in
stitutions of government. We have 
reached a point of deadlock. The level 
of debate in this institution has de
clined significantly. The ability to ar
ticulate an alternative voice has also 
declined and we are seeing the poten
tial of very, very significant scandal 
within our government institutions of 
democracy. 

We must change this, Mr. President. 
We all know this is the case. We must 
change it, and I hope the legislation of
fered by the distinguished majority 
leader and the distinguished Senator 
from Oklahoma, amended by the legis
lation offered by the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. KERRY] will be ac
cepted. It is what this country needs. It 
is the right thing to do. And it cer
tainly will make the job, our job, in a 
representative government, a much, 
much better one. 

I think we can do a better job than 
we are doing now and this is the best 
route to doing it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Connecticut. 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, may I in

quire of the Chair the parliamentary 
situation? As I understand it, the Sen
ator from Alaska has withdrawn his 
amendment to the Dodd amendment; is 
that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I briefly 
want to say to the Senator from Alas
ka, I did not have a chance to respond 
at the conclusion of his remarks prior 
to the break for lunch that I, in no 
way, intended to characterize his 
amendment as less than an honest 
amendment. I was merely suggesting 
there may be another amendment that 
might more directly reach the issue of 
whether or not we deal with pay at this 
particular point. 

But my regard and respect for my 
friend from Alaska is as high at this 
hour as it was bef-Ore. I have a great 

deal of affection for him and under
stand the arguments he was making. I 
hope my colleague, on this particular 
proposal, will accept what may have 
drawn as a conclusion anyway, that 
honoraria are an element we no longer 
need as a part of public life here. We 
have to move on and deal with these 
other means of compensation. 

At any rate, I deeply appreciate the 
friendship of my friend from Alaska 
and his withdrawal of that amendment . 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the Dodd amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. DOLE Mr. President, the amend

ment offered by my distinguished col
league from Connecticut, Senator 
DODD, is nothing more than a sideshow 
to the debate today on campaign fi
nance reform. 

This amendment may pass the Sen
ate, but it will never be signed into 
law. 

President Bush intends to veto S. 3, 
and this veto will be sustained. 

Everyone in this Chamber knows 
that. 

In fact, many of my colleagues are 
counting on the President's veto as a 
way to vote "yes" on an honoraria ban 
today, while taking honoraria tomor
row. 

But, Mr. President, I do not want my 
position to be misunderstood. 

I have absolutely no problems with 
the concept of banning honoraria. 

In fact, Congress banned honoraria in 
1989 when we passed the Ethics Reform 
Act. 

Under the Ethics Reform Act, the ag
gregate amount of honoraria that a 
Senator may receive declines each year 
in direct proportion to the cost-of-liv
ing adjustment to which each Senator 
is entitled. 

In 1990, for example, Senators were 
able to receive a total of $27,337 in 
honoraria, or approximately 27 percent 
of their annual salary. 

In 1991, the aggregate cap on hono
raria declined to $23,068, or 22.63 per
cent of a Senator's annual salary. 

And in 1992, the Senate Disbursing 
Office has estimated that the aggregate 
cap on honoraria will be even lower
$19,464 or 18.45 percent of the annual 
Senate salary. 

Soon enough, honoraria will be com
pletely phased out, as the Senate uses 
up all of its cost-of-living adjustments. 

So Mr. President, not only will this 
amendment never become the law of 
the land. 

It is also too much, too late. 
This amendment should,have been of

fered in 1989 when the Senate was de
bating the issues of pay and honoraria, 
not in 1991 during a debate on cam
paign finance reform. 

Finally, Mr. President, I want to 
commend my distinguished colleague 
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from Alaska, Senator STEVENS, for sug
gesting that the Dodd amendment be
come effective if, and only if, Senate 
and House pay rates are equalized. 

The annual salary for those Senators, 
who are not in the leadership, is cur
rently $101,900. 

The annual salary for House Mem
bers is $125,100, or $23,200 more than 
their Senate counterparts. 

As far as this Senator is concerned, 
there is no reason why Senators should 
receive a lower annual salary than 
Members of the House. 

We work as hard and we do as much. 
The Dodd amendment, however, only 

serves to exacerbate the widening gap 
in pay between the two Houses. 

I urge my colleagues to vote "no" on 
the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KERREY). Is there further debate? 

There being no objection, the ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from Connecticut. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen

ator from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN], is nec
essarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR], is absent 
because of illness. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. SYMMS], is 
necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. HELMS], is 
absent due to a death in the family. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire a vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 72, 
nays 24, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 65 Leg.] 

YEA&-72 
Adams Fowler Moynihan 
Akaka Glenn Murkowski 
Baucus Gore Nickles 
Bentsen Graham Nunn 
Bingaman Grassley Packwood 
Bond Harkin Pell 
Boren Hatfield Pressler 
Bradley Heflin Reid 
Breaux Hollings Riegle 
Brown Johnston Robb 
Bryan Kassebaum Rockefeller 
Bumpers Kasten Sanford 
Burdick Kennedy Sarbanes 
Byrd Kerrey Sasser 
Conrad Kerry Seymour 
Cranston Kohl Shelby 
D'Amato Lauten berg Simon 
Daschle Leahy Simpson 
DeConcini Levin Specter 
Dixon Lieberman Thurmond 
Dodd McCain Warner 
Durenberger Metzenbaum Wellstone 
Ex on Mikulski Wirth 
Ford Mitchell Wofford 

NAY&-24 
Burns Domenici Lugar 
Chafee Garn Mack 
Coats Gorton McConnell 
Cochran Gramm Roth 
Cohen Ha'tch !tudnran 
craig Inouye Smith 
Danforth Jeffords Stevens 
Dole Latt Waltop 

Biden 
Helms 

NOT VOTING-4 
Pryor 
Symms 

So, the amendment (No. 246) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 247 TO AMENDMENT NO. 242 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the McCon
nell amendment No. 247. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, this 
amendment, which I understand will be 
agreed to by the other side, simply pro
vides for expedited Supreme Court re
view of any legislation that we pass in 
this area. It is something that obvi
ously needs to be done. That was done 
with the previous legislation, the legis
lation under which we currently live 
and work, which led to the decision of 
Buckley versus Valeo. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, this 
amendment is certainly acceptable on 
this side of the aisle. I think all of us 
have an interest in having a determina
tion on any constitutional questions 
that might be raised by this legislation 
when it becomes law, and therefore 
there is no objection to this amend
ment on this side of the aisle. In fact, 
there is support for it. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to say 
that my colleagues on this side of the 
aisle are willing to accept the amend
ment by the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. McCONNELL]. His amendment sets 
a fast-track consideration by the Su
preme Court of the pending legislation, 
similar to the language incorporated in 
the antiflag desecration legislation en
acted during the 101st Congress. 

As with all major campaign finance 
legislation passed by this body, in the 
past, now and even in the future, the 
Federal courts and ultimately the Su
preme Court are bound to consider con
stitutional issues arising from various 
aspects of the law. This amendment 
which allows expedited review by the 
Supreme Court will ensure the highest 
court of the land will hear a case aris
ing in the Federal courts as rapidly as 
possible. 

We have been very careful in writing 
S. 3 to ensure we do meet constitu
tional muster as laid down in the land
mark Buckley versus Valeo Supreme 
Court case as well as other cases de
cided since 1976. In fact, we have al
lowed for fall-back provisions on as
pects of the bill that we felt may re
ceive the closest court scrutiny. We 
have structured severability to ensure 
that aspects of the bill will stand even 
if the Court rules that a provision of 
the law does not meet a constitutional 
test, as well as to guarantee that the 
remaining amendments fit together in 
a con'5istent manner, aHowin~ Coftgrees 

to revisit any provisions following a 
Court review. 

As I said Mr. President, I welcome 
the Senator from Kentucky's amend
ment, and I welcome a court review of 
this legislation, because I am firmly 
convinced the Court will uphold the 
careful balance we have structured in 
the pending Senate Elections Ethics 
Act of 1991. 

VOLUNTARY LIMITS AND LIMITED PUBLIC 
BENEFITS 

The fundamental aspect of the bill is 
to clean up elections by placing strict
ly voluntary spending limits on overall 
expenditures in return for numerous 
public benefits. Title I of the bill is 
based on the Presidential public fi
nancing system, which the Supreme 
Court upheld in the Buckley case. In 
that case, the Court found that a sys
tem of voluntary campaign limits tied 
to inducements such as public financ
ing are unquestionably within the 
bounds of the Constitution. 

Like the Presidential funding provi
sions, title I is designed "to reduce the 
deleterious influence of large contribu
tors on our electoral process, to facili
tate communication by candidates 
with the electorate, and to free can
didates from the rigors of fundraising." 
(Buckley, 424 U.S. 1, 91). The major 
modification is that title I, in contrast 
to the Presidential system's full public 
financing, provides a package of partial 
public benefits and requires candidates 
to meet the remainder of their finan
cial requirement with private moneys. 

Similarly, title I complies with the 
spirit of Buckley in that it is "a con
gressional effort, not to abridge, re
strict, or censure speech, but rather to 
use public money to facilitate and en
large public discussion and participa
tion in the electoral process, goals 
vi tal to a self-governing people." (I d. 
at 92.) 

Like its Presidential funding provi
sion counterpart, title I of S. 3 
"condi tion(s) acceptance of public 
funds on an agreement by the can
didate to abide by specified expendi
ture limitations" on the theory that 
"(j)ust as a candidate may voluntarily 
limit the size of the contributions he 
chooses to accept, he may decide to 
forgo private fundraising and accept 
public funding." (Id. at 57.) 

Political contests are competitions. 
Politicians know that a candidate who 
has an excellent chance of prevailing 
at the ballot box in an equally financed 
contest will see their chances diminish 
significantly in a contest in which his 
opponent overwhelmingly outspends 
him. That being so, a candidate should 
not be asked to opt into a system 
which, as a matter of law, denies him 
the opportunity to match his privately 
financed opponents. 

However, neither title I, nor S. 3 as a 
whole, restricts the current right of in
dividuals to run a privately financed 
Senate campaign free of expenditure 



11694 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 21, 1991 
limit. Title I's purpose is to provide for 
diversity and competition in Senate 
elections by providing such candidates 
with a second financing option to the 
only current option-pure private fi
nancing of senatorial campaigns. 

The goal of title I is to open up the 
campaign system by making it pol!sible 
for individuals who wish to seek public 
office and who do not wish to be sub
ject to the deleterious influences of 
large contributions. Candidates who do 
not wish to spend a disproportionate 
percentage of their campaign time on 
the rigors of fundraising, but rather on 
the rigors of full free political debate 
will be encouraged under title I. 

Title I is plainly legislation for the 
general welfare that is entirely consist
ent with the first and fifth amend
ments to the Constitution, and indeed 
it is legislation that furthers the first 
amendment's most basic purposes. 

BROADCAST PROVISIONS 

As part of the public benefits con
tained in the bill are proposals affect
ing broadcasters in this country. Here, 
too, some may say, are serious con
stitutional issues the Court may need 
to review. Again, I welcome review be
cause we have crafted this legislation 
to meet tests laid down by the Su
preme Court. 

In Red Lion Broadcasting Co. v. FCC 
(395 U.S. 367, 1967), the Supreme Court 
found that regulations implementing 
the fairness doctrine enhance rather 
than infringe upon first amendment as
pects of speech and press. The Court 
emphasized both the public aspects of 
the airways and the scarcity of broad
cast frequencies to declare that it "is 
the right of viewers and listeners, not 
the right of broadcasters, which is 
paramount." (!d. at 390.) 

It is from this advice that S. 3 pro
vides to candidates publicly funded 
vouchers to purchase television time 
and a 50-percent discount from the low
est unit rate charged to other advertis
ers. S. 3 also mandates disclosures and 
accountability requirements for inde
pendent spending and other political 
advertising. 

The Court has upheld the require
ment that broadcasters give "reason
able access" for political advertising 
by Federal candidates during an elec
tion. The High Court determined that 
the "reasonable access" regulation is 
an effort "to assure that an important 
resource-the airways-will be used in 
the public interest." (CBS, Inc. v. FCC, 
453 u.s. 367, 397, 1981.) 

Last year the Court restated the pub
lic interest in the broadcast area in 
finding that the FCC's minority owner
ship policies promote broadcast diver
sity: "the diversity of views and infor
mation on the airwaves serves impor
tant first amendment values." (Metro 
Broadcasting Inc. v. FCC, 110 S.Ct. 2997, 
3010, 1990.) 

In all of the provisions affecting 
broadcasting, we carefully struck a 

balance between the public interest 
and the need to ensure undue burdens 
were not placed on candidates, inde
pendent groups, or broadcasters them
selves. 

In fact, on this last point there are 
others who would go much further in 
this Chamber. A bipartisan group of 
Senators, including the distinguished 
minority leader, the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. PELL] and the Sen
ator from Delaware [Mr. ROTH] all be
lieve it is fair and reasonable to expect 
broadcasters to provide free time to 
Federal candidates. While this is cer
tainly in the public interest, we believe 
this would place an undue financial 
burden on broadcasters, and instead in
cluded the reduced lowest unit rate 
provision only for candidates who 
agreed to voluntary spending limits. 

The requirement of a personal ap
pearance and disclosure requirements 
for candidates and independently spon
sored advertisements do not seek to 
regulate the content of political adver
tisements. The provisions require only 
that a candidate making a political ad
vertisement be accountable for the ad's 
content and message. As part of the 
electoral process, the restoration of 
"the rights of viewers and listeners" in 
campaign advertising is of paramount 
importance. 

PAC BAN, SOFT MONEY AND OTHER ISSUES 

There are various other issues, in
cluding the ban on PAC contributions, 
the ban on soft money, and others that 
may come before the courts for review. 
In some areas, we specifically state 
provisions such as the ban on PAC's 
will not put into question earlier law 
such as the ban on outright contribu
tions from corporations, national 
banks, and unions. For other provi
sions, we rest on the committee's delib
erations and report as a history for 
their support. I believe all will pass 
constitutional muster, and I look for
ward to any Court review. 

As I said, I am glad the Senator from 
Kentucky offered his amendment, and I 
welcome its inclusion in the pending 
legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? If 
not, the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment (No. 247) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I move to recon
sider the vote. 

Mr. BOREN. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator MOY
NIHAN be recognized to offer his amend
ment regarding unearned income; that 
there be 40 minutes of debate on the 
amendment, with the time to be equal
ly divided and controlled between Sen
ators MOYNIHAN and MCCONNELL; that 
no amendment be in order to the Moy-

nihan amendment; that when all time 
is used or yielded back, the Senate, 
without intervening action or debate, 
proceed to vote on or in relation to the 
Moynihan amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

DEATH OF RAJIV GANDHI 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, if I 

may speak for just a moment on an
other matter and one much graver. I 
hope the Senate might be in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will come to order. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I rise to inform the 
Senate that which many individual 
members will know, which is that tM 
former Prime Minister of India, Rajiv 
Gandhi, in the midst of an election 
that takes place over several days, in 
which he had every prospect of becom
ing once again Prime Minister, has 
been assassinated. He falls as his moth
er fell, as, indeed, Mahatma Gandhi 
fell, we do not know but cannot doubt, 
at the hands of persons of fierce and de
mented sectarian belief. The world has 
lost a great democratic leader. 

The loss to India is difficult to con
template at t)lis moment. We can only 
offer our condolences to her 680 million 
people. I am sure there will be a proper 
resolution offered later. The world's 
largest democracy has been shaken in 
the midst of the most important of all 
democratic processes, the choice of a 
leader. they have now been deprived of 
the leader whose party was most likely 
to have prevailed. It is an experience 
this body has known on more than one 
occasion. 

I would put it this way, sir. You can 
blow up a leader, but you cannot blow 
up a democracy. We send our condo
lences at this moment for the people of 
India. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I rise 
to join the distinguished Senator from 
New York in mourning the death by as
sassination of the former Prime Min
ister, and quite possibly a man who 
was destined to be a future Prime Min.,. 
ister of India. It is tragic that of all 
places this occurred in India, the coun
try inspired to nonviolence by the lead
er Mahatma Gandhi, whose teachings 
were a guide to Martin Luther King in 
our country. 

I hope we will not see a disintegra
tion of democracy in India into chaos 
and violence in the wake of this act, 
and we should be prepared to do what 
we can to help them in their moment 
of travail. 

It has been my privilege now to know 
three generations of this family. I 
knew Jawaharlal Nehru, the Prime 
Minister, the grandfather of Rajiv, and 
I knew Indira Gandhi, and I knew quite 
well the son who has just fallen. 

It is a tragic moment not only for 
India but for the world. We all mourn 
not just for Rajiv Gandhi, but for 
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India, because this happened in that 
country. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I, too, want to express my profound 
sorrow at the news of the assassination 
of Rajiv Gandhi. His murder is a hor
rible and a vile act and it saddens all of 
us deeply. 

I, too, knew Rajiv Gandhi. I was in 
Delhi one day and did not expect to be 
able to see the then Prime Minister, 
and I expressed the desire. And he said 
well, I will be pleased to see you and 
Congressman TONY HALL for 5 minutes. 
And about 1 hour later in our conversa
tion we excused ourselves so that he 
could go to a Cabinet meeting. We 
spent much of the time talking about 
the importance of personal relation
ship between human beings, and how 
important it was to extend not only 
the hand but the heart of love as well 
as fellowship across borders and within 
a country like India. 

So when I heard that his life had 
been taken tragically I felt that not 
only was a friend lost, but a person who 
has and would have contributed so 
much to the understanding that men 
and women look for in their political 
leaders not only in this country but in 
this world. 

So I join, as many of you have al
ready, in our condolences to his family, 
to pray for his assassin as well, and to 
pray for the people of India-that this 
kind of an act which has plagued this 
family, plagued that country, might 
end at some point in time; that the les
sons he had learned in his life and that 
his family learned through so many 
tragic ways might become the gospel, 
if you will, for everybody throughout 
the world. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I, 

too, join in the remarks concerning the 
very tragic news about Rajiv Gandhi. I 
felt he would have become the Prime 
Minister again. 

I was the first American elected offi
cial to meet with him following his 
January 1985 inauguration as Prime 
Minister of India. I think he was a 
great world leader. I know we have had 
our controversies with India and with 
that part of the world. We have been 
heavily involved in urging that nuclear 
weapons not proliferate in India and 
Pakistan. But I think Rajiv Gandhi's 
untimely passing meant that a chance 
for real stability in that part of the 
world may have been delayed. 

During my January 1985 meetings 
with then Prime Minister Gandhi, we 
discussed the future of U.S. agricul
tural sales to India, India's food needs, 
and other topics. Of particular interest 
to him was my suggestion that his gov
ernment discuss with our Government 
the possibility of sharing U.S. pollu
tion control technology to assist in the 
cleanup of the Ganges River. Control
liftg and reversing :polluti~n of the Gan
ges was one of his most important 

goals. At the time, I thought it would 
be helpful if his engineers would talk 
with officials of the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers about our latest pollution 
control methods. 

We also discussed his plans to rely on 
greater private sector activity as the 
principal engine of Indian economic 
growth. That was an important turning 
point for Indian economic progress. 

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, as an
other veteran of India in this body, I 
join in the wave of sympathy that will 
go from here and from the United 
States to India. 

The high point of the year in which 
my wife and I spent as students in 
India in 1949 was a long interview with 
Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru, and 
in later years with his daughter, the 
Prime Minister, Indira Gandhi. 

I have admired Rajiv Gandhi. 
But I want to, in the midst of the 

tragedy, also point to the success of 
India in the great enterprise of self
government. I was in India on the eve 
of the first free election, the largest 
that ever took place in the world, 
which was held peacefully. I was in 
India again the week after Mrs. Gandhi 
fell in another great election, one of 
the first times a leader of a major na
tion in the Third World was replaced in 
a free peaceful democratic election. I 
was not there, but I felt equally heart
ened when she came back and won in 
another great free election. 

I have confidence that despite the 
tragedy, in fact learning from the trag
edy, the people of India will continue 
the extraordinary record that they 
have been making in democracy on this 
planet. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I think 
Senator WOFFORD has aptly described 
the feeling here as a wave of sympathy 
that goes to the Gandhi family, and to 
the people of India. We mourn not sim
ply for the tragic loss of this leader, 
but for the processes of democracy that 
is harmed in all of this. 

Back in 1959, as a young journalist, I 
had an opportunity to have dinner one 
evening with Prime Minister Nehru in 
the Prime Minister's residence, and 
about halfway through the evening 
Mrs. Gandhi, then head of the Congress 
Party, came in. She was telling about 
visiting a small village, and explaining 
to them that they belonged to a coun
try called India. 

I will never forget going back to the 
old Imperial Hotel-struck me as a ter
rible name for a hotel in an independ
ent India-thinking that if the Presi
dent of the United States thinks he has 
problems he ought to be Prime Min
ister of India for a while. Then I had 
the opportunity to get to know slight
ly-not as well as my colleague from 
New York, who is a former Ambassador 
and some others here probably-Mr. 
Gandhi. He was an exceptionally fine 
man. India has lost a great leader. The 
processes of democracy, wherever it is 

in the world, have lost through this 
tragedy. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
simply wish to echo and reaffirm the 
remarks of so many colleagues. How 
remarkable an event that among the 
Senators just randomly on the floor we 
could find so many who have had a per
sonal encounter with the Prime Min
isters of India; going back to 
Jawaharlal Nehru. 

The Senator from Minnesota reflects 
very much the importance that those 
leaders have in our country; that a 5 
minute meeting for Senator DUREN
BERGER would turn into an hour of dis
cussion; if I may say with my last re
mark-as in the conversation with the 
Senator from South Dakota and Cali
fornia-many of these discussions con
cerned nuclear proliferation. This may 
be one event that might bring about 
some sense of how manifest that prob
lem has become in the rest of the 
world, outside the confines of the cold 
war, and how truly depressing it is. 

And in that context, sir, if I could 
take the occasion, not regretfully, to 
take note of and to congratulate the 
Senator from Pennsylvania, our new 
colleague and our old friend, for bear
ing witness here to day in his first 
speech in the Senate to his lifelong 
concern with democracy, and not just 
democracy, but what is so often the 
precondition of successful democratic 
government, which is nonviolence. 

There are not many individual acts 
that will be recorded in the history of 
the 20th century, two or three cen
turies from now. One of them will be 
the telephone call made by the then 
candidate for the U.S. President, a U.S. 
Senator from Massachusetts, to the 
wife of Martin Luther King, being then 
imprisoned. As the world knows, this 
was suggested by HARRIS WOFFORD. It 
is a moment of moral significance in 
our history, and even if the outcome of 
both of those lives, John F. Kennedy 
and Martin Luther King, and now this 
life, Rajiv Gandhi have been bitter, 
their truth lives on, and does their 
sweetness. I congratulate the Senator. 

Mr. CRANSTON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from California. 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 

have been thinking about our friend, 
Rajiv Gandhi, as I have been sitting 
here listening to our colleagues. I add 
that the thing I remember most about 
him, other than his devotion to democ
racy and to nonviolent solutions to 
problems, as his beautiful smile. I do 
not think of anyone that I know that 
had a more beautiful smile than this 
young man. 

Senator MOYNIHAN spoke of HARRIS 
WOFFORD and a notable suggestion he 
made back during the 1960 Presidential 
campaign. Earlier than that, he did 
something else with great note, and 
that was to suggest to Martin Luther 
King, and to urge him and to cause him 
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to go to India to study the nonviolent 
movement that had been left by Ma
hatma Gandhi there. And that had a 
lot to do with shaping the thinking of 
Martin Luther King as he undertook 
his noviolent approach of the problems 
of the lack of civil rights in our coun
try. 

It is an odd coincidence that HARRIS 
WOFFORD arrived in the Senate, from 
Pennsylvania, just in time to make his 
first remarks in the Senate, as Senator 
MoYNIHAN noted, about India and about 
the remarkable family that has pro
vided the leadership to that country. 
That is another reason for our being 
thankful that HARRIS WOFFORD is now 
with us in the Senate. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that any Senator 
who wishes to submit or to extend re
marks on this subject in the RECORD be 
allowed to do so for the remainder of 
the day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SENATE ELECTION ETHICS ACT 
The Senate continued with the con 

sideration of the bill. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, to 

resume our debate on an issue of the 
nature of democratic government and 
democratic representation, I believe 
some time will have expired on that 
side, not of the aisle, but of the amend
ment I am about to offer. Can I ask 
what time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
will not run until the Senator sends his 
amendment to the desk. The time will 
not run on the Senator's side until he 
sends his amendment to the desk. 

AMENDMENT NO. 249 TO AMENDMENT NO. 242 

(Purpose: To amend the Ethics in Govern
ment Act of 1978 to apply the limitations 
on outside earned income to unearned in
come) 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment forward for myself 
and Mr. GARN and ask for its imme
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from New York [Mr. MoY
NIHAN), for himself and Mr. GARN, proposes 
an amendment numbered 249 to the amend
ment No. 242. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 101, between lines 4 and 5, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 405. UNIFORM LIMITATIONS FOR EARNED 

AND UNEARNED INCOME. 
(a) SUBSTANTIVE AMENDMENTS.-Section 501 

of the Ethics in Government Act of 1978 (5 
U.S.C. App.) is amended-

(1) in section 501(a)(l) by inserting "or un
earned" after "earned"; and 

(2) in section 501(a)(2) by inserting "or un
earned" after "earned". 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.-(1) The head
ing for title V of the Government Ethics Act 
of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App.) is amended by striking 
''EARNED'' . 

(2) The heading for section 501 of the Gov
ernment Ethics Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App.) is 
amended by striking "EARNED". 

(3) The heading for section 501(a) of the 
Government Ethics Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C. 
App.) is amended by striking "EARNED". 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, this 
is a simple amendment, identical in na
ture and in purpose to that which was 
offered a year ago in exactly this set
ting. The Senate just accepted an 
amendment which would ban the ac
ceptance of all honoraria for Senators, 
beginning January 1, 1992, and limit 
outside earned income to 15 percent of 
a Senator's salary. 

I voted for that. But this year, as last 
year, Mr. President, that term "earned 
income" leapt out. There are, in the 
Tax Code, two forms of income, arbi
trarily designated, but roughly accu
rate. There is earned income, and there 
is unearned. And in the general under
standing of the public, an accurate gen
eral understanding, earned income de
rives from labor, and unearned income 
from capital, and that ancient division 
of circumstances comes to us here 
today as it had done from the begin
ning of the Republic. 

Now it is · the view of myself, Mr. 
GARN, and last year, a majority of the 
body, that if you are going to limit in
come, limit all forms of income, earned 
and unearned. The logic is really pow
erful, as is the clarity of the proposal. 

I make the point, sir, that this is not 
a partisan matter, as is evidenced from 
the sponsorship. Indeed, I have to make 
the point that in the last occasion, far 
more Democratic Senators voted 
against a limitation of unearned in
come than voted for it; and correspond
ingly, far more Republicans voted for a 
limit on unearned income, as voted 
against it. They were almost exactly 
symmetrical votes: 35 Democrats voted 
against it, as against only 14 Repub
licans, where correspondingly, only 20 
Democrats voted for it, while 31 Repub
licans voted against it. 

I wonder if I might at this point ask 
unanimous consent to have printed the 
last vote in the RECORD so Senators 
might conveniently recall how they 
voted, if they have any difficulty doing 
so. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
VOTE ON THE MOYNIHAN AMENDMENT TO THE 

BOREN SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT, AUGUST 1, 
1990 

FOR (51) 

Akaka, Baucus, Biden, Bond, Boren, Bosch
witz, Breaux, Burns, Chafee, Coats, Cochran, 
Cohen, Conrad, D'Amato, Daschle, Domenici, 
Durenberger, Exon, Fowler, Garn, Gorton, 
Grassley, Harkin, Hatch, Hatfield, Helms, 
Jeffords, Johnston, Kassebaum, Kasten, 
Kerrey, Kerry, Leahy, Lott, Lugar, McCain, 

McClure, McConnell, Mikulski, Mitchell, 
Moynihan, Murkowski, Nickles, Packwood, 
Pressler, Riegle, Sarbanes, Sasser, Simpson, 
Specter, Thurmond. 

AGAINST (49) 

Adams, Armstrong, Bentsen, Bingaman, 
Bradley, Bryan, Bumpers, Burdick, Byrd, 
Cranston, Danforth, DeConcini, Dixon, Dodd, 
Dole, Ford, Glenn, Gore, Graham, Gramm, 
Heflin, Heinz, Hollings, Humphrey, Inouye, 
Kennedy, Kohl, Lautenberg, Levin, 
Lieberman, Mack, Metzenbaum, Nunn, Pell, 
Pryor, Reid, Robb, Rockefeller, Roth, Rud
man, Sanford, Shelby, Simon, Stevens, 
Symms, Wallop, Warner, Wilson, Wirth. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I say, Mr. Presi
dent, to anyone that supposes we are 
introducing an extraneous matter, no. 
This issue was present on the floor of 
the Constitutional Convention in 
Philadelphia, 204 years ago. 

The decision by the Framers of the 
Constitution to provide for an income 
to the President, to the Members of the 
House and Members of the Senate and 
to the judiciary, was a matter of large 
constitutional moment. This was no 
small routine of government. In de
fense of the decision to pay the Presi
dent of the United States, it was said 
he is not a king; you did not pay a 
king, Mr. President. The kings had 
their income. It would be called un
earned income. 

The judiciary was by now I believe 
paid in Britain but it was certainly 
going to be paid here and their pay was 
not to be touched during their life
times-their lifetimes, not just their 
time on the bench. And then came the 
question of paying the Congress. This 
was not then an issue in Britain. The 
idea had never occurred to anybody. 
Half a century later it would. 

In 1832, Lord Blandford as part of the 
reforms of that year proposed paying 
members of the House of Commons, not 
the Lords, of course, and that was de
feated. Then it became a great issue of 
British politics, one of the six demands 
of the so-called on the .Chartists which 
had Britain in turmoil for half a cen
tury. 

The Chartists demanded that mem
bers of the House of Commons be paid 
so that working men could serve there, 
and the No.1 objection was: That is ex
actly the point. Working men will 
serve here, then what kind of a body 
will this be? The neighborhood would 
go to hell. 

And it was not until1910 and the Lib
eral Government of that year that the 
British finally paid MP's. We went 
through the same discussion on Tues
day, June 26, 1787. I am reading from 
James Madison's notes of the Constitu
tional Convention. General Pinkney of 
South Carolina brought the issue up. I 
will read Madison's notes. 

General Pinkney proposed "that no Salary 
should be allowed." 

They are now talking about the Sen
ate. 

As this (the Senatorial) branch was meant 
to represent the wealth of the Country. 
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Let me say that again. The proposal 

before the Convention was that no sal
ary be paid to Senators as the Senate 
was meant to represent the wealth of 
the country. It ought to be composed of 
persons of wealth. 

* * * if no allowance was to be made the 
wealthy alone would undertake the service. 

Then "(he moved to strike the 
clause)" which would have provided for 
salaries. 

Next paragraph: "Doctor Franklin 
seconded the motion," that is to say, of 
General Pinkney of South Carolina not 
to pay this body. 

He wished the Convention to stand fair 
with the people. There were in it a number of 
young men who would probably be of the 
Senate. If lucrative appointments should be 
recommended we might be chargeable with 
having carved out places for ourselves. 

So, Mr. President, in a manner that 
we shall do shortly here, the proposal 
was put to a vote-and I grant that it 
was a close vote-204 years ago; it was 
a close vote last year. But the proposal 
was defeated by a vote of 6 to 5. New 
York voted against it. 

So I stand in that succession and, in
deed, Rufus King was present and he 
was our first Senator, although he was 
then representing Massachusetts. I 
stand in succession to Rufus King 
which is an intimidating thought but 
also one that suggests one ought to do 
duty as seen. 

I say again, Mr. President, the vote 
as proposed in Philadelphia was that 
this body-and I quote-"ought to be 
composed of persons of wealth." And I 
quote again "That this body was meant 
to represent the wealth of the Coun
try." That was a clear enough propo
sition. But we took a vote and we de
cided otherwise. 

If we are going to be in a position 
where earned income is limited but un
earned income is unlimited, then inex
orably this body will become that 
which the Constitutional Convention 
voted it ought not to be. It will become 
a body "composed of persons of 
wealth" and inexorably, no matter 
what the best intentions of the world, 
it will end by representing the wealth 
of the country. 

Which of us does not know the pas
sage from the Federalist No. 10 in 
which Madison laid out so clearly that 
nothing is so pervasive among those 
matters which divide men as the un
equal division of property. 

He had no illusions about it. He had 
no expectations that it would be dif
ferent. He devised a Constitution that 
through checks and balances would put 
a check on wealth, and equally on the 
absence of wealth. 

These are not matters of virtue. They 
are matters of reality. As he said in 
No.10: 

* * * the most common and durable source 
of factions has been the various and unequal 
distribution of property. Those who hold and 
those who are without property have ever 

formed distinct interests in society. Those 
who are creditors, and those who are debtors. 
fall under a like discrimination. A landed in
terest, a manufacturing interest, a mer
cantile interest, a moneyed interest, with 
many lesser interests, grow up of necessity 
in civilized nations, and divide them into dif
ferent classes, actuated by different senti
ments and views. The regulation of these 
various and interfering interests forms the 
principal task of modern legislation and in
volves the spirit of party and faction in the 
necessary and ordinary operations of govern
ment. 

Those different groups, the different 
interests formed the principal task of 
modern legislation. 

Are we to be a body in which the 
principal class is the majority, the 
principal task of legislation is given to 
a body dominated by one of those in
terests, the interest dependent upon 
enjoying unearned income? 

(Ms. MIKULSKI assumed the chair.) 
Mr. MOYNlliAN. Madam President, 

we are on the verge of becoming such 
an institution. It is almost certain if 
we had disclosure forms that disclosed 
things other than X's and Y's, the ma
jority of the Members of this body are 
of persons of large wealth, wealth 
which generates income and not wealth 
that generates taxation like having a 
house you lived in for 30 years. 

Madam President, we show this in 
our actions. We show this in our inabil
ity simply to keep a level of salary 
equal to that of the House. The House 
is the popular body. We have always 
had the same level of salary-salary, 
the word used in the Constitutional 
Convention. There is nothing wrong 
with salary. It is what we are taught in 
high school which comes from the 
Roman word "salarium." The Romans 
paid their soldiers their salt money. 
And what is earned by the "sweat of 
our brow." It is no accident, Madam 
President, that we will not have sala
ries equal to the House, and at the 
same time will not limit unearned in
come. If we limited unearned income as 
well as earned income you may be sure, 
Madam President, that the salaries 
would soon be equal. But they need not 
be equal if the majority or significant 
portion of this body represents aR in
terest that does not need earned in
come, having ample unearned re
sources. 

I put it to you, Madam President, 
that we make a larger decision than we 
think at this point. We are reversing a 
decision made in Philadelphia. If we do 
not, as we did last year, vote to limit 
earned and unearned income alike; 
fine. But if not, as in a dozen ways, we 
are drifting to the position as a body of 
the branch meant to represent the 
wealth of the country and not the peo
ple. 

Madam President, I see the distin
guished manager on the Republican 
side has risen. I yield the floor, reserv
ing myself such time as may be per
mitted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kentucky, the manager on 
the minority side. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
I simply wanted to commend my friend 
from New York and tell him that he 
has raised once again a most important 
point, which is that what is happening 
here clearly is that we are, over a pe
riod of time, gradually eliminating any 
way for those of modest means to sup
plement their incomes outside of this 
body. 

The Senator's history lesson, I think, 
adds a great deal to this whole discus
sion of pay and outside income. Sen
ator Howard Baker, as you may recall, 
thought we all ought to leave in June 
anyway and have other jobs so we 
could identify with the people we rep
resent and have some of the same con
cerns, live in the same town at least a 
greater percentage of the year. In other 
words, some would argue, have a more 
normal existence than simply being 
cocooned up here inside the Beltway. 

I supported the amendment of the 
Senator from New York last year. I in
tend to support it again. I voted 
against the Dodd amendment because I 
think it is an inappropriate trend to 
gradually eliminate any acceptable 
way to supplement the income. 

But the Dodd amendment having 
been approved, it seems to this Senator 
what is good for the goose is good for 
the gander; and that is, if we are going 
to have a limit on outside income for 
those who can go out and earn it, then 
it seems to me we should have a limit 
on outside income for those who are 
fortunate enough to have inherited it 
or to have earned it before they came 
here, and that we ought to treat all 
Senators the same. 

So I commend the Senator from New 
York. I hope his amendment is adopted 
once again, as it was last year. I think 
it has added a great deal to the debate. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Madam President, I 
do not see any Senator seeking rec
ognition. I would suggest the absence 
of a quorum, asking if I might retain 1 
minute of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New York has approximat@-ly 
2 minutes and 54 seconds remaining. 
The Senator from Kentucky has ap
proximately 171/2 minutes. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
I am willing to yield back the time 
that I control. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Sen
ator from New York be recognized for 5 
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minutes, at the end of which time we 
will proceed with the rollcall vote on 
the Moynihan amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The Senator from New York. 
Mr. MOYNTIIAN. Madam President, 

this year, as last year, a number of us 
have sought to make the argument in 
favor of this amendment. This amend
ment limits equally earned and un
earned income; both forms of income 
are treated equally. 

This year, as last year, Madam Presi
dent, no one has appeared to argue 
against the amendment. And this year, 
as last year, Madam President, I offer 
to make the arguments against it. 

And the arguments against it, 
Madam President, are those which 
General Pinkney made, but which I be
lieve are the normal teachings of 
American public schools that we are fa
miliar with, that persons of wealth are 
disinterested. They will not be moved 
to vote their particular interest since 
their own persons, their own families 
are secure. And that way they can 
think of the Nation, and not of them
selves. 

Dr. Franklin, if you notice, made a 
slightly different proposal. Benjamin 
Franklin arrived in Philadelphia penni
less. He became one of the great men of 
the century, as the Senator from Penn
sylvania knows. 

He did not argue the superior virtue 
of wealth or its superior quality for the 
purpose of making virtuous decisions. 
He simply said that, since among the 
persons assembled there were, as he 
said, a number of young men who 
would probably be of the Senate-and 
he was right-he said it would not be 
good for them to have voted them
selves, seemingly, as emolument, and 
therefore he was willing to live with 
the proposal that there be none. 

That did not speak to the virtues of 
the limitations of persons of wealth 
but just giving opportunity to those 
young people who were sweating out 
the Philadelphia summer. 

So we have that case. It used to be 
called, I think, "Men With a Stake in 
the Country." There were such things 
as men with a stake in this country. 
Where would we be if we did not have 
the great family foundations left by 
persons who made money and gave it? 
I do not dispute that at all. Madison 
would assume people of wealth would 
be in this body. But he would also as
sume people not of wealth would be , 
too. That there would be a fair mix. 

Madam President, the hour works on. 
I have made the best argument I can 
make. 

Does the Senator from Pennsylvania 
wish me to yield the floor? 

Mr. WOFFORD. Madam President, 
will the SeBtttor from New Yerk yield 
the floor for a moment? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I will be happy to 
for 1 minute, if I may. 

Mr. WOFFORD. Madam President, in 
Pennsylvania there is a man who 
makes a lot of earned income dressing 
as Benjamin Franklin and acting as 
Benjamin Franklin and coming into a 
chamber suddenly and interrupting and 
speaking as Benjamin Franklin. I will 
not try to do that today. But if that 
man came in, or the true Dr. Franklin, 
does the Senator from New York not 
think he would say today, listening to 
the Senator's case, that this makes 
democratic common sense? Speaking, 
from Pennsylvania, so close to Ben
jamin Franklin, I think he would say 
the Senator from New York is on the 
democratic target today-spelled with 
a small "d." 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Small "d. " There 
will be more votes in favor on that side 
of the aisle than our side of the aisle. 
Dr. Franklin would say " yes. " The 
Rufus Kings have been in the Senate. 
That objection no longer obtains. And 
Franklin would say, oh, yes, let every 
young person speak to this place and 
let him not leave his aspirations aside 
if he chooses a profession that does not 
ordinarily bring large wealth. There 
are satisfactions other than that. He 
would want doctors here, who do not 
make large amounts of money. He 
would want scientists here, he would 
want printers here, he would want 
farmers, he would want bankers and 
merchants. He would want them all. He 
knew them all, em braced them all. 

Madam President, I have not run out 
of time but I have run out of argument 
against the measure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has run out of time. 

Mr. MOYNTIIAN. Madam President, 
saved. 

Madam President, I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

having expired, the question now is 
agreeing to the amendment offered by 
the Senator from New York. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen

ator from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN] is nec
essarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] is absent on 
official business. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is absent 
because of illness. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. SYMMS] is nec
essarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
f-rem North Carolina. [Mr. HELMS] il5 ab
sent due to a death in the family . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced, yeas 49, 
nays 46, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 66 Leg.] 
YEAS--49 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bond 
Bradley 
Burns 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Craig 
D'Amato 
Daschle 
Domenici 
Duren berger 
Fowler 
Garn 

Adams 
Bentsen 
Bingaman 
Boren 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Byrd 
Cranston 
Danforth 
DeConcini 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Dole 

Bid en 
Helms 

Gorton 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kasten 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Leahy 
Lieberman 
Lott 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Mitchell 

NAYS--46 
Ex on 
Ford 
Glenn 
Gore 
Graham 
Gramm 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Kassebaum 
Kennedy 
Kohl 
Lauten berg 
Levin 
Lugar 
Mack 
Metzenbaum 

NOT VOTING-5 
Inouye 
Pryor 

Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Riegle 
Sarbanes 
Sasser 
Seymour 
Simon 
Simpson 
Specter 
Thurmond 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wofford 

Nickles 
Nunn 
Pell 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Rudman 
Sanford 
Shelby 
Smith 
Stevens 
Wallop 
Wirth 

Symms 

So the amendment (No. 249) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I move to recon
sider the vote. 

Mr. DOLE. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New York. 

Mr. MOYNTIIAN. Madam President, 
in 1 minute I would like to thank the 
Senators who were able to support this 
measure. I say to my friends on both 
sides of the aisle that we understand 
why there are those who could not, but 
I would like to proclaim a thumping 
victory. Our margin of victory is up 50 
percent this year over last year and the 
day cannot come far when equal pay 
will return to the Congress and some 
sensibility about matters such as this 
to the Senate. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that Senator 
MCCONNELL be recognized to offer his 
amendment striking the spending limit 
and public financing provisions in the 
Boren substitute amendment; that 
there be 3 hours of debate equally di
vided on the amendment; that no other 
amendments be in order to the amend
ment, or to any language that may be 
stricken by the amendment; that when 
all time is yielded back, the amend
ment be laid aside until 10 a.m. tomor-
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row morning, at which time there will 
occur, without any intervening action 
or debate, a vote on the McConnell 
amendment. 

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, I won
der if the majority leader might with
hold while I can propound a question to 
the majority leader. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Certainly. 
Mr. DOLE. I am just advised by staff 

that if, in fact, there is an intention to 
have additional votes after the debate 
on this vote, there would be an objec
tion to the agreement on the theory 
that this would not be completed until 
about 8 or 8:15, and two of our col
leagues have engagements out of town, 
one involving an important matter 
where his wife is involved a.Bd another 
function in New York. I guess the point 
would be that they would rather not 
consent to missing votes after 8 o'clock 
tonight. 

So if the majority leader will let me 
check with those two Senators, I was 
not aware of that until I was just noti
fied. 

Mr. MITCHELL. In response, Madam 
President, in my discussions with the 
distinguished Republican manager of 
the bill, we talked about the impor
tance of his amendment, and that there 
be Senators in attendance-present 
during that time. And to accommodate 
that concern and to permit continued 
action on the bill, it was understood 
and included in the agreement that 
there would be amendments and votes 
offered later. 

I am trying to accommodate every
one's concern here. As so often hap
pens, of course, there are so many con
flicting concerns that is not possible. It 
had been my hope that we could con
tinue action on this bill. We have been 
on it up to the fifth day now, none of 
them a complete day, and we have not 
really advanced too far into the real 
substance of it, which is what we are 
getting into with Senator MCCONNELL's 
next amendment. 

Obviously, any Senator can prevent 
the Senate from voting either directly 
or through someone else who is willing 
to do so. I will only say that if we do 
not have votes after 5 o'clock on a 
Tuesday evening, then that means we 
will be here later on, later evenings or 
on Friday. In fairness, I should say 
that the reason for this vote tomorrow 
was to accommodate two of our col
leagues who are not present. But we 
are prepared to go forward with other 
votes. We do not want to hold up all 
votes. This appeared to be agreeable. 

So, obviously, the distinguished Re
publican leader has it within his power 
in behalf of his colleagues to prevent 
any votes from occurring this evening. 
I hope that is not the case. I would like 
to move forward. I tried to fashion this 
in a way that accommodated the con
cerns of all Senators, including the dis
tinguished Senator from Kentucky, 
who will be offerini' the amendment. 

Mr. DOLE. If the majority leader will 
yield, let me pursue that. Again, I 
know one reason for wanting votes 
after the debate on this amendment 
was to make certain that some people 
would stay for the debate. I do not 
know what would happen if we had 
vote at, say, 6 o'clock on one other 
amendment than did the 3 hours de
bate. If I could check with Mr. Greene 
and see who the Senators are, then I 
can report back. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Might I suggest an 
alternative in an effort to accommo
date all concerned, including Senator 
MCCONNELL. I would like to have his 
amendment come up and voted on. I 
would like to bring it up and vote on it. 
I wish we could vete on it today. 

Would it be accommodating to the 
Senator from Kansas and as many col
leagues as possible if we agreed to take 
up the McConnell amendment first 
thing in the morning, spend 3 hours on 
it tomorrow morning, and then vote on 
it? In the meantime, this evening, that 
would permit us to proceed with other 
amendments, with votes on. those, for 
some period of time this evening. That 
would not accommodate everyone but 
it would accommodate as many people 
as possible, and still permit us to pro
ceed with the bill. 

Mr. DOLE. That could be done with
out anybody's consent, obviously. But I 
wonder if I might just check to see if 
the first request might be satisfactory, 
and I will report right back to the ma
jority leader. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Would the Senator 
wish us to withhold any further action? 

Mr. DOLE. If he might withhold, say, 
for 2 or 3 minutes. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Certainly. 
Madam President, I suggest the ab

sence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I be able 
to address the Senate as if in morning 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator may address as if in morning busi
ness but the Presiding Officer hears 
three separate conversations going on, 
in addition to the Senator from Mon
tana. The Presiding Officer observes a 
conversation here, the Presiding Offi
cer observes a conversation there, and 
the .Presiding Officer observes a con
versation to her left. 

There is, in the back of the room, a 
conversation going on. Can the Chair 
have the cooperation of the Senators in 
the back of the room? 

The Senator from Montana is recog
nized. 

MFN FOR CHINA 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise 

today to address the complex issue of 
extending most-favored-nation trading 
status to China. 

Like my colleagues, I have a broad 
range of concerns about China-from 
its failure to protect human rights to 
its failure to protect intellectual prop
erty. 

In my mind, the question Congress 
faces is not "Do we approve of China's 
actions?" Clearly, we do not. The ques
tion we face is "How best do we influ
ence Chinese behavior?" 

I am worried that in our rush to ad
dress our grievances with China, we are 
failing to consider the range of avail
able tools. I am particularly concerned 
that we will express our outrage at 
China by revoking MFN, and shoot our
selves in the foot. 

The United States must adopt an ac
tive policy to promote change in China. 
But this is work for a scalpel, not a 
meat ax. 

UNITED STATES CONCERNS WITH CHINA 

Let me be clear: China's behavior is 
reprehensible. 

In the area of trade, for example, 
China engages in a wide range of unfair 
practices. Last year, China ran a $10.4 
billion trade surplus with the United 
States. It is estimated that by next 
year, China will have a trade surplus 
with the United States second only to 
Japan. 

This year's national trade estimate 
devotes 10 pages to listing unfair Chi
nese barriers. For example, China 
maintains a licensing system covering 
nearly half of all imports. This system 
acts as a barrier to imports. To obtain 
a license, a U.S. exporter must gain ap
proval from several different min
istries. Often, the ministry with licens
ing authority also produces a compet
ing domestic product. 

In addition to the licensing system, 
China maintains outright import bans 
on some 80 categories of products, in
cluding many consumer goods. 

When United States products are al
lowed into China, they often face dis
criminatory testing and certification 
procedures. Such procedures are in ef
fect for products ranging from auto
mobiles to agricultural chemicals. 

My colleagues have spoken in detail 
about numerous concerns with China. 
The list is long, including: 

Human rights: China's treatment of 
its own citizens is inexcusable. As we 
approach the second anniversary of 
Tiananmen, there are no signs of demo
cratic reform. The Chinese Government 
remains intransigent and unapologetic. 

Nuclear and missile transfers: In re
cent weeks, we have learned that China 
has transferred advanced missiles to 
Pakistan and Syria, and is helping Al
geria manufacture a nuclear facility 
with a weapons production capability. 

Intellectual property protection: 
China is one of the worst violators of 
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the intellectual property rights of 
United States producers of books, 
films, · and pharmaceuticals. 

In short, there is no debate over 
whether the United States has impor
tant grievances with China. There is a 
critical debate, however, over the most 
effective and responsible way to ad
dress our concerns. 

MFN-THE WRONG TOOL FOR THE JOB 
MFN is the wrong tool for the job. 

Denying MFN would not remedy our 
concerns with China. But such action 
would harm innocent Chinese, innocent 
Americans, and innocent residents of 
Hong Kong. 

How would revoking MFN affect 
China? An important article from last 
week's New York Times discusses the 
grave concerns of many Chinese stu
dents and intellectuals over revoking 
MFN. Revoking MFN would harm the 
most progressive region in China-its 
industrial south. Many Chinese believe 
that the contacts between Americans 
and Chinese in this region are one of 
the most effective engines for reform. 

Hong Kong, too, is a model for Chi
nese reform. Yet revoking MFN would 
cost Hong Kong the jobs of 1.5 percent 
of its work force. 

Revoking MFN also would hurt 
Americans. 

The United States has experimented 
with the unilateral mixing of foreign 
policy and trade policy. In response to 
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, 
President Carter imposed an embargo 
on United States grain sales to the 
U.S.S.R. 

The results: Soviet policy did not 
change. Other countries stepped in to 
sell grain. And American farmers suf
fered a severe blow. The embargo con
tributed to a 5-percent recession in the 
farm belt. 

No other country is contemplating 
removing MFN from China. If the Unit
ed States acted alone--and we would 
be--the only result would be the loss of 
United States markets in China. 

Revoking China's MFN would be are
peat of the grain embargo fiasco. China 
would respond to MFN revocation by 
placing further restrictions on United 
States exports. American exporters 
rely upon trade with China. From grain 
to airplanes, China is an important 
market for United States goods. For 
example, China is one of the top three 
markets for United States wheat. 

The hard truth is that United States 
exporters will suffer if China's MFN is 
revoked. America's international com
petitors will quickly fill the void. The 
Australians will not be shy about sell
ing wheat to China. The European 
Community will be happy to replace 
sales of United States aircraft with 
their Airbus. Japan will be quick to fill 
any vacuum left by United States prod
ucts. 

American consumers also would pay 
a heavy price. For example, one of Chi
na's biggest exports is low-coat cloth-

ing. Low-income Americans depend 
upon these products. Revoking MFN ef
fectively places a new tax on those 
least able to pay. 

If MFN were the only tool at our dis
posal, we might consider the harm I 
have outlined to be a necessary evil. 
But MFN is not our only tool. 

THE BEST TOOLS FOR PROMOTING CHANGE 
Don't get me wrong. I favor strong 

action against China. Just last month, 
I led the fight to respond to China's pi
racy of intellectual property. 

But the war with Iraq taught us the 
advantages of smart weapons. When we 
attacked the city of Baghdad, we didn't 
use carpet bombing. We used smart 
weapons that pinpointed their target, 
and minimized casualties among inno
cent civilians. 

Revoking MFN is the trade equiva
lent of carpet bombing. Smart weapons 
will serve our interests far better, with 
far less harm to innocent bystanders. 

What types of smart weapons could 
we use? 

In reaction to Chinese trade barriers, 
the Office of the United States Trade 
Representative [USTR] should imme
diately initiate section 301 petitions 
addressing China's licensing system, 
its import bans, and its discriminatory 
testing and certification practices. 

In the area of intellectual property 
protection, USTR must follow up vig
orously on the proceedings initiated 
under section 301. If progress is not 
forthcoming, the United States should 
retaliate. 

In the area of human rights, the 
United States should strictly condition 
support for international loans upon 
China's protection of basic freedoms. 
This policy has slipped in the past 
year. 

In the area of weapons proliferation, 
we should work through international 
organizations such as the G-7 and 
Cocom. Technology transfers to China 
should be multilaterally conditioned 
upon Chinese adherence to accepted 
international standards. 

CONCLUSION 
Mr. President, I believe our policy to

ward China must change. But complex 
problems require carefully crafted pre
scriptions. 

We must act responsibly, aware of 
the implications of our actions for 
China, for the United States, and for 
Hong Kong. As we formulate our China 
policy in the upcoming weeks, it is im
portant that we carefully match our 
concerns and our remedies. 

MFN is not our only tool. I believe 
that other tools will prove far more ef
fective in achieving the goals we all 
support. . 

I ask unanimous consent that an ar
ticle from the New York Times and a 
copy of a letter urging the USTR to 
take action against China and other 
countries !or !ailing to protect intel
lectual property appear in the RECORD 
following my r~ma.rki. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the New York Times, May 15, 1991] 
DESPITE RIGHTS ISSUE, CHINESE HOPE U.S. 

TRADE STATUS STAYS 
(By Nicholas D. KristoO 

BEIJING.-As a battle looms in Washington 
over whether to end normal trade relations 
with China, many Chinese are finding them
selves reluctantly siding with their hard-line 
rulers in hoping that the status is main
tained. 

While they appreciate the concern for 
human rights in their country and hope that 
the debate will force the Government to be
come less repressive, some worry that a cut
off of so-called most-favored-nation status 
would hurt their standard of living, harm the 
most reformist segments of the economy and 
prompt the hard-liners to restrict contacts 
with the United States. 

It is impossible to be sure of public opinion 
in so vast and tightly controlled a country 
as China. But in informal conversations with 
dozens of Chinese in several parts of the 
country over recent months, most of those 
who were aware of the issue did not favor 
American economic sanctions and hoped 
that most-favored-nation benefits would be 
extended. 

President Bush's annual recommendation 
on whether to renew the preferential trade 
status for China is required by June 3. He is 
expected to favor renewal, and opponents in 
Congress are expected to introduce legisla
tion to overturn the decision. 

In their first breath, urban Chinese intel
lectuals typically tell their trusted Amer
ican friends how much they detest their 
leadership. In their second breath, they ex
press affection for the United States and in
quire about getting visas. And in their third 
breath, they worry that harsh American 
sanctions would hurt the Chinese people 
rather than their leaders. 

"If I were President Bush, I would extend 
most-favored-nation status to China," said 
Zhang Weiguo, a Shanghai dissident who was 
unusual only in that he was willing to have 
his name published. "The U.S. should sup
port China's economic development and so
cial exchanges." 

Mr. Zhang's anti-Government credentials 
are not in doubt. He was arrested after the 
1989 Tiananmen crackdown and spent 20 
months in prison before being released ear
lier this year, still unrepentant and fuming 
at the Government. 

Mr. Zhang said the best result would be for 
a tough battle over Chinese trade in Wash
ington, ending in an extension for another 
year. Such a close call would encourage 
China to make concessions on human rights 
and would leave the issue open for another 
fight next year, he said. 

"Every year it's discussed, and that's very 
good," Mr. Zhang said. "It puts new pressure 
on China each year." 

A downgrading of American trade links 
with China would mean a large rise in the 
tariffs imposed on Chinese goods shipped to 
the United States, and would hurt its thriv
ing export sector. The south of China, which 
has the most developed private economy in 
the country, would be particulary affected, 
as would Hong Kong, through which Chinese 
goods usually pass for packaging or trans
shipment. 

Many dissidents say that they would like 
the United States and other countries tG be 
even more outspoken in supporting Chinese 
hurn&a rights. Above a.ll, they would like 
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Prime Minister Li Peng and other hard-lin
ers to lose "face." But they worry that eco
nomic sanctions are the wrong method. 

"People are very torn inside," said a uni
versity student in Beijing. "They want pres
sure on the Government to change its poli
cies, and they want the leadership to eat bit
terness. But on the other hand, they're 
afraid that if sanctions are imposed, it's the 
ordinary people who would suffer. So we 
want America to threaten sanctions to pres
sure China, but we don't want sanctions 
themselves." 

PEASANTS SEEM LESS AWARE 
Among Chinese peasants and workers, es

pecially outside the capital there seems to 
be much less awareness of the issue of sanc
tions, as well as less anger at the Govern
ment. Consequently, many people do not 
have clearly formed ideas on the subject, but 
frequently seem vaguely opposed to any 
sanctions that might compound the eco
nomic difficulties of the last couple of years. 
And some wealthier people fear that sanc
tions would make it more difficult to buy 
foreign products. 

"The fear is that if M.F.N. were cut off, the 
price of a pack of Marlboros would go up," 
said an entrepreneur. 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE, 

Washington, DC, April17, 1991. 
Hon. CARLA HILLS, 
U.S. Trade Representative, Washington, DC. 

DEAR AMBASSADOR HILLS: We are writing 
to urge you to implement aggressively the 
Special 301 provisions of the 1988 Trade Act. 

We are concerned about the continued for
eign piracy of, and denial of market access 
to, U.S. intellectual properties such as mov
ies, books, recordings, computer software, 
and pharmaceuticals. The continued illegal 
acquisition and use of the fruits of our cre
ative industries has a pernicious effect on 
these industries. The International Trade 
Commission has estimated that foreign pi
racy of intellectual properties costs the U.S. 
$60 billion in lost exports each year, an 
amount that could have reduced our 1990 
trade deficit by over half. Similarly, trade 
barriers denying market access to U.S. intel
lectual properties are responsible for billions 
in lost revenues which could also signifi
cantly reduce our trade deficit. 

The means to address and counter these 
problems are embodied in the Special 301 sec
tion of the 1988 Trade Act. By April 30th of 
each year, Special 301 requires that you iden
tify those countries that tolerate the most 
egregious piracy of intellectual property or 
close their markets to creative exports as 
"priority foreign countries." Section 301 
cases are then to be initiated against those 
countries to increase the protection of intel
lectual property within the priority coun
tries. 

To date, the Administration has chosen a 
less strict interpretation of Special 301. In
stead of identifying "priority foreign coun
tries" the Administration has placed a num
ber of countries on watch lists. While the 
watch lists have been useful in convincing 
some nations to mend their ways, they have 
accomplished very little with certain coun
tries, specifically India, Indonesia, People's 
Republic of China, and Thailand. 

It is our good fortune that this country has 
reached a level of development where our 
creative and intellectual resources can be 
fully realized for domestic consumption as 
well a.s for consumers around the world. To 
ensure that this capability is sustained, we 
urge you to i4&Dtify trut t:QUowi:ng fQ\H' n&-

tions, India, Indonesia, PRC, and Thailand, 
as "priority foreign countries" by the statu
tory deadline. By taking this action you will 
clearly indicate that the U.S. will enforce its 
trade laws and deal with nations that do not 
respect U.S. intellectual property rights. 

Further, you should seriously consider ac
tion against Mexico, unless it carries out its 
commitments to pass new intellectual prop
erty protection. 

Finally, a strong case can also be made for 
taking action against the European Commu
nity's quotas on imports of U.S. created tele
vision programs. Indeed, United States Trade 
Representative action against the EC's 
broadcast quota will send an important sig
nal of U.S. resolve to those who seek to ex
empt "cultural" or creative industries from 
GATT, NAFTA or other trade agreements. · 

As always, thank you for your attention to 
this matter, which is a critical component in 
our continuous efforts to secure a promising 
future for U.S. intellectual property rights 
and expanding U.S. export trade. 

Sincerely, 
Max Baucus, John Breaux, Brock Adams, 

Howell Heflin, John Seymour, Jeff 
Bingaman, Alan Cranston, Daniel K. 
Inouye, Tom Daschle, Jim Jeffords, Al 
Gore, J. Bennett Johnston, 

David Pryor, Patrick Leahy, Jim Exon, 
Paul Simon, David L. Boren, Barbara 
A. Mikulski, Chuck Robb, Herb Kohl, 
Nancy Landon Kassebaum, Chuck 
Grassley, John F. Kerry, Al Simpson, 
Tim Wirth, Richard Shelby. 

DERAILING THE FAST TRACK 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, in re

cent weeks, the opponents of inter
national trade negotiations have shift
ed their strategy. Through the early 
spring, their strategy was to attempt 
to deny the administration's request to 
extend fast-track negotiating author
ity. Denying the extension request 
would effectively terminate both the 
Uruguay round of multilateral trade 
negotiations and a second negotiation 
aimed at concluding a North American 
Free-Trade Agreement or NAFTA. 

Now that it appears both Houses will 
reject this effort, fast-track opponents 
have proposed changing the fast-track 
rules instead of terminating the fast 
track outright. Although this approach 
might seem a compromise, it is really 
a wolf in sheep's clothing. The . pro
posed changes would effectively termi
nate the fast track and halt the 
NAFTA negotiations. 

THE RIEGLE RESOLUTION 
The proposal-which was introduced 

by Senator RIEGLE-makes two highly 
objectionable changes in the fast track. 
First, the Riegle proposal would allow 
unlimited amendments to be offered to 
a NAFTA in five broad areas. Second, 
the proposal would cut the fast-track 
extension from 2 years to 1 year. The 
President could request an additional 1 
year, but the request could be dis
approved by either House of Congress. 
Both of these steps would do severe 
damage to the fast track process and 
undermine international trade negotia
tiG!Yl. 

AMENDMENTS TO NAFTA 
Allowing unlimited amendments to a 

NAFTA would gut the most critical 
feature of the fast track: Congress' 
promise to vote on the agreement with
out offering amendments. Proponents 
of the Riegle proposal contend that 
amendments to protect particular spe
cial interests would not be allowed. 
But this is simply untrue. There is no 
provision in resolution introduced by 
Senator RIEGLE that would prohibit 
sector specific amendments. The Riegle 
proposal would allow any amendments 
that relate to environmental protec
tion, labor standards, rules of origin, 
dispute resolution, or adjustment as
sistance. 

Those broad exceptions would allow 
any number of amendments-sector
specific as well as generic. Protectors 
of the steel industry or the textile in
dustry could draft an amendment to 
eliminate concessions effecting those 
industries under the guise of protecting 
the environment, promoting labor 
standards, or improving dispute settle
ment. For example, the textile indus
try could seek to amend the agreement 
to exempt textile products from all de
cisions of any dispute settlement body 
established by the NAFTA. Similarly, 
a generic amendment could be drafted 
to exempt all import sensitive products 
from dispute settlement decisions. 
Such amendments would clearly relate 
to dispute settlement. 

In fact, the supporters of this pro
posal have publicly stated that one of 
their aims is ensuring that rule of ori
gin for autos is increased above the 
level provided in the United States
Canada FT A. Perhaps such a rule of or
igin is a good idea. But if such a sector 
specific amendment could be consid
ered for one industry other special in
terest amendments could be considered 
for others. 

With a little imagination every in
dustry will easily be able to draft their 
own amendment-generic or sector spe
cific-to protect their own special in
terests. And when the United States 
protects its special interests, Mexico 
and Canada will doubtlessly follow 
suit. After all, they can hardly be ex
pected to surrender politically sen
sitive trade barriers if the United 
States will not do likewise. Soon the 
entire agreement will be pulled apart 
and the special interest will be allowed 
to override the national interest. 

The fast-track process was developed 
to protect the national interest by pre
venting just the type of amendments 
that the Riegle proposal seeks to allow. 
Make no mistake about it, the Riegle 
proposal would end the fast track for 
the NAFTA negotiations. 

THE 1-YEAR LIMIT 
The Riegle proposal would also limit 

fast-track extension to 1 year. One 
year would not allow our trade nego
tiators to conclude sound trade agree
ments. Under the fast track, the Presi-
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dent is required to submit trade agree
ments he wishes approved under the 
fast track 90 days before fast-track au
thority expires. In this case, the Presi
dent would be required to submit both 
the Uruguay round trade agreement 
and the North American Free-Trade 
Agreement by March 1, 1992-a little 
more than 9 months from now. 

This time limit is too short. The ne
gotiations for the North American 
Free-Trade Agreement have not even 
begun. Could those negotiations be 
completed in 9 months? Probably not. 
And it certainly is not in the Nation's 
interest to force our negotiators to 
conclude a complex agreement within 9 
months. 

Ironically, supporters of the R~le 
resolution were arguing 'only a few 
weeks ago that the NAFTA should not 
be negotiated under the fast track be
cause 2 years was not sufficient time to 
negotiate and approve such a historic 
agreement. Yet, now those same voices 
support a proposal which would short
en the fast track to 1 year. 

Obviously, the 1-year limit is nothing 
but a thinly veiled attempt to termi
nate the NAFTA negotiations. 

True, an additional year could be re
quested by the President. But this 
would mean that the Congress would 
likely repeat the fast-track debate 
next year. Once again, armies of lobby
ists would trek to Capitol Hill to plead 
their case on fast track. And once 
again, all trade negotiations would 
grind to a halt as our trade negotiators 
attempt to win an extension from Con
gress. If the opponents of international 
trade negotiations lose the battle over 
the fast track, why should we allow 
them to force the Congress to go 
through the same debate next year? 
Let us resolve the issue this year and 
let our trade negotiators do their job. 

THE GEPHARDT AMENDMENT 

I must confess to great sympathy for 
some of the objectives of the sponsors 
of the proposed changes in the fast 
track. I, too, have serious concerns 
about the direction of the current 
international trade negotiations-par
ticularly the free-trade talks with 
Mexico. Congress should express its 
concerns about the negotiations and 
give the administration direction. But 
we can do that without destroying the 
fast track. 

Our House colleagues, under the lead
ership of Congressmen GEPHARDT and 
RosTENKOWSKI, have developed a reso
lution to give the administration spe
cific direction for the NAFTA negotia
tions. The Gephardt resolution restates 
the commitments that the administra
tion has made to address environ
mental protection, worker's rights, 
worker adjustment, rules of origin, and 
several other issues in the NAFTA ne
gotiations. The resolution also notes 
that the House and the Senate can at 
any time alter or terminate the fast 

track if the administration is not ad
dressing those concerns. 

This is a far superior alternative to 
the Riegle proposal. It allows the Con
gress to go forcefully on record on the 
same issues outlined in the Riegle pro
posal. But it does so without destroy
ing the fast track. If the Senate could 
consider such a resolution under re
strictive rules similar to those applied 
to the Gephardt resolution in the 
House, I would press for consideration 
of a Senate companion measure. If we 
are serious about having a meaningful 
impact on the free-trade negotiations 
with Mexico, the Senate should draft a 
resolution similar to the Gephardt res
olution, instead of considering the Rie
gle proposal. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. President, as we approach the 
conclusion of our debate on extension 
of the fast track, it is important that 
we all understand what the fast track 
does do and what it does not do. The 
fast track is really nothing more than 
a promise that Congress will vote up or 
down on an agreement negotiated by 
the President without offering amend
ments. It does not commit the Con
gress to support the trade agreements 
that are negotiated. If we find that any 
of those agreements is not in the na
tional interest we can simply vote it 
down. 

And if the administration sends back 
an agreement that is not in the na
tional interest-! will work to defeat 
it. I have no intention of supporting a 
NAFTA or a Uruguay round agreement 
that is not good for America. 

But the fast track only gives the 
green light to begin negotiations. It is 
not a blank check. The fast track is 
the basis of a partnership between the 
President and the Congress that allows 
trade negotiations to succeed. And if 
we in Congress are serious about pursu
ing those negotiations and strengthen
ing the American economy, we should 
be working to foster that partnership, 
not destroy it. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KOHL). The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent to proceed as if in morn
ing business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

GANDHI ASSASSINATION 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, all of us 

are shocked and saddened by the assas
sination today of former Indian Prime 
Minister Rajiv Gandhi. 

His death is a terrible reminder that 
even as we strive to create a new world 
order, the scourge of terrorism-often 
inspired by ethnic, relig·ious, and polit
ical divisions-still stalks the Earth. 

Let us be clear: No grievance is an 
excuse for this kind of senseless act. 
But let us also realize that we can 
never put a final end to these awful 
tragedies until we can find some way 
to mend these wrenching divisions 
among men. 

Rajiv Gandhi's nation and his family 
have suffered far more then their share 
of this kind of tragedy. Today, they 
mourn once again. Our thoughts and 
our prayers are with the Gandhi fam
ily, and with the nation of India, in 
thh; a.wful hour. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I further 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
Senate as if in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Florida is recog
nized. 

Mr. MACK. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. MACK pertaining 

to the introduction of S. 1121 are lo
cated in today's RECORD under "State
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint 
Resolutions.") 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SENATE ELECTION ETHICS ACT 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that Senator BENT
SEN be recognized to offer an amend
ment relating to the formation of po
litical action committees by foreign 
nationals on which there be 30 minutes 
of debate equally divided between Sen
ators BENTSEN and MCCONNELL with no 
amendments to the amendment in 
order other than one to be offered by 
Senator BREAUX, on which there be 30 
minutes of debate equally divided be
tween Senators BREAUX and BENTSEN; 
that upon the disposition of these two 
amendments this evening, Senator 
McCONNELL be recognized to offer an 
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amendment to strike the provisions re
lating to spending limits and public fi
nancing, on which no amendments be 
in order and on which there would be 3 
hours of debate equally divided in the 
usual form, of which 2 hours and 45 
minutes will be used this evening; at 
the conclusion or yielding back of time 
on the McConnell amendment, the 
amendment be laid aside; that a vote 
on the McConnell amendment occur at 
10 a.m. tomorrow, Wednesday, May 22; 
that at the conclusion of the debate on 
the McConnell amendment this 
evening, Senator WELLSTONE be recog
nized to offer an amendment relating 
to a candidate's personal contributions 
or loans to his campaign, on which 
there be 10 minutes of debate this 
evening, equally divided in the usual 
form, with no amendments to the 
amendment in order; that when the 
Senate resumes consideration of the 
bill at 9:45 a.m. tomorrow, there be 15 
minutes of debate equally divided on 
the McConnell amendment prior to the 
vote on that amendment; and that 
upon disposition of that amendment 
there be 10 minutes equally divided for 
debate on the Wellstone amendment, at 
which time there be a vote on the 
Wellstone amendment without any in
tervening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, and I 

say to Members of the Senate, I thank 
my colleagues for their patience in 
working out this agreement. 

So that Senators might understand 
what will occur, there will be two votes 
this evening on the Breaux second-de
gree amendment to the Bentsen 
amendment and on the Bentsen amend
ment. That will occur in approximately 
1 hour, or less if the 30 minutes for 
each of those two amendments is not 
fully used and yielded back. 

Upon the disposition of those two 
amendments, Senator McCONNELL will 
be recognized to offer his amendment, 
on which there will be 2 hours and 45 
minutes of debate this evening and 
then 15 minutes of debate tomorrow 
morning between 9:45 and 10 a.m., with 
a vote occurring on the McConnell 
amendment at 10 a.m. tomorrow morn
ing. 

Upon the completion of the debate on 
the McConnell amendment this 
evening, Senator WELLSTONE will be 
recognized to offer an amendment, on 
which there will be 10 minutes of de
bate equally divided this evening and 
then an additional10 minutes of debate 
tomorrow morning immediately fol
lowing the vote on the McConnell 
amendment, and following which 10 
minutes of debate on the Wellstone 
amendment, there will be a vote on the 
Wellstone amendment. 

So there will be two votes tomorrow 
morning on the McConnell amendment 
at 10 and then 10 minutes after the 
completion of that vote, or approxi
mately 10:30, there will be a vote on the 
Wellstone amendment. 

Mr. BREAUX. Will the majority lead
er yield for a question? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Might I add one 
more comment? Mr. President, I mere
ly wish to make clear in behalf of the 
Senator from Kentucky that there will 
be no amendments in order to the 
McConnell amendment or to any lan
guage that he may be striking. That 
protects from any amendments being 
offered both to his amendment or to 
any language that he may be striking. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
agreement is so modified. 

Mr. BREAUX. I ask the majority 
leader, if the Breaux amendment were 
to be adopted, which is essentially a 
substitute for the Bentsen amendment, 
perhaps there will be one vote, if the 
Breaux amendment were agreed to. 

Mr. MITCHELL. That is possible. 
Mr. President, I thank my colleagues 

and I especially thank the distin
guished Senator from Texas, who has 
been very cooperative in the schedul
ing of his amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 250 
(Purpose: To amend the Federal Election 

Campaign Act of 1971 to tighten provisons 
relating to contributions by foreign na
tionals) 
Mr. BENTSEN. I thank the majority 

leader for his comments. I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Texas [Mr. BENTSEN], for 

himself, Mr. BOREN, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. LEAHY, 
and Mr. WIRTH, proposes an amendment 
numbered 250. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the amend

ment, insert the following: 
SEC. • CONTRmUTIONS BY FOREIGN NATION· 

ALS. 
Section 319 of FECA (2 U.S.C. 441e) is 

amended-
(1) in subsection (a) by inserting after "for

eign national" the first place it appears the 
following: ", including any separate seg
regated fund or nonparty multicandidate po
litical committee of a foreign national,"; 

(2) in subsection (b)(1) by inserting before 
the semicolon at the end the following: ", 
but shall include any partnership, associa
tion, corporation, or subsidiary corporation 
organized under or created by the laws of the 
United States, a State, or any other place 
subject to the jurisdiction of the United 
States if more than 50 percent of the entity 
is owned or controlled by a foreign prin
cipal". 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Pr~idQnt, last 
July the Senate approved my amend-

ment prohibiting companies that are 
more than 50 percent foreign owned 
from forming political action commit
tees. That vote was 73 to 27. I have now 
reoffered the amendment. The cospon
sors are Senators BOREN, SHELBY, 
WIRTH, and LEAHY. 

I want to be sure that this amend
ment is part of whatever campaign re
form legislation goes to the conference, 
and I hope we can agree to it quickly 
and amicably. 

We need this amendment to protect 
us against unwarranted foreign influ
ence in our electoral processes. We 
need it to keep American elections 
American. In the past decade, foreign 
direct investment in the United States 
has increased fourfold. I really have no 
objection to that, but while we were 
running up huge budget and trade defi
cits, more and more U.S. companies 
were acquired by foreign corporations. 
Many of these foreign-owned compa
nies already had political action com
mittees and were active in the political 
process. In fact, according to a study 
originally done for me by the Congres
sional Research Service, there were 120 
PAC's of companies with signficant for
eign investment in the 1987-88 election 
cycle, and those PAC's gave candidates 
$2.8 million. According to existing reg
ulations, those PAC's were not sup
posed to let foreigners contribute to 
their funds or participate in spending 
decisions. That is the rule. But there is 
no monitoring or enforcement proce
dure. Instead, I think an insidious 
process is at work. The PAC committee 
probably looks over its shoulder to be 
sure it does nothing that would anger 
corporate headquarters. They are not 
dumb. They understand that those who 
go along get along in that type of situ
ation. But employees face a potential 
conflict of interest between their judg
ments as American citizens and their 
jobs in a foreign-owned company. 

What do they do, for example, if they 
want to support a candidate who sup
ports domestic policies which they 
favor but who is known as a strong 
critic, for example, of Soviet policies? 
What if their headquarters in France or 
Germany has just cut a big deal with 
the Kremlin? By banning foreign com
pany PAC's, my amendment would also 
put a stop to any effort by foreigners 
to buy into our political process by ac
quiring companies with established and 
effective PAC's. 

My amendment would put those 
P AC's out of business. The employees 
could still make political contributions 
as individuals. This does not deny them 
that. If they want to support this can
didate for the Senate, Governor, what
ever, they can do that and make their 
individual contributions. But that 
would not be reported back to Frank
furt or to Tokyo. Is that unfair? Is it 
unfair discrimination a.ga.inst foreign 
companies? I sure do not think so. 
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Just look at what other countries do. 

Japan forbids political contributions 
by foreigners, foreign corporations or 
groups or organizations in which for
eigners or foreign corporations are a 
major component. They are not alone. 
Germany largely prohibits foreign po
litical contributions, except it does 
permit nonresident business entities to 
make political contributions if they 
are owned 50 percent by German ci ti
zens. Just last year, France tightened 
its laws to forbid direct or indirect con
tributions or material support from 
foreign states or entities. On reciproc
ity grounds alone, therefore, we need 
this amendment. 

The Department of Justice strongly 
supports this restriction against for
eign PAC's. In a formal submission to 
the Federal Election Commission last 
year, the Department argued that the 
50 percent foreign ownership test is a 
reasonable, objective and easily quan
tifiable standard, which is a vast im
provement over the case-by-case con
trol of FEC opinions. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to print in the RECORD the state
ment by the Justice Department. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
CRIMINAL DIVISION, 

Washington, DC, November 15, 1991. 
Re Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, Number 

1990-11, 11 C.F .R. Part 110. 
Hon. LEE ANN ELLIOTT, 
Chairman, Federal Election Commission, Wash

ington, DC. 
DEAR MADAM CHAIRMAN: This letter pre

sents the views of the Department of Justice 
on the captioned Notice of Proposed Rule
making, in which the Federal Election Com
mission proposes a new regulation which 
would define the definition of "foreign na
tional" for the purpose of 2 U.S.C. §441e to 
include any corporation whose equity owner
ship by non United States nationals exceeds 
50%. 

The Department of Justice strongly sup
ports this proposed regulation. 

Section 441e is an internal security stat
ute. It was originally enacted as part of the 
1966 amendments to the Foreign Agents Reg
istration Act of 1938, as amended (F ARA). Its 
purpose from the start was to minimize for
eign financial intervention in the domestic 
United States election process. 

Until 1976 this statute was codified at 18 
U.S.C. §613, and it covered only political con
tributions made by "agents of foreign prin
cipals," either for or on behalf of the "for
eign principal," or otherwise in his capacity 
as an "agent," as those terms were defined 
in F ARA and Section 613. The scope of 
former Section 613 was broad enough to pro
hibit all such contributions by multi-na
tional corporations that fell within the 
broad definitions of "foreign principal" or 
"agent" thereof, even those exempt from 
registration under F ARA. The purpose of 
F ARA, and thus of former Section 613, was to 
protect the integrity of domestic political 
institutions against foreign intervention and 
influence. Former Section 613 was enforced 
exclusively by this Department through 
criminal prosecutions. 

In 1974 Section 613 was expanded to forbid 
all political contributions to domestic Unit
ed States elections by any person who was 
not either a United States citizen, or a per
son admitted for permanent residence pursu
ant to 8 U.S.C. § 1101(a)(20). The result of this 
amendment was to significantly expand upon 
the internal security objectives which this 
statute serves. 

In 1976 this law was incorporated into the 
Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA) as 
part of the recodification of FECA which 
took place that year. In the process, it was 
made subject to the FEC's rulemaking, advi
sory opinion, and administrative enforce
ment procedures (see 2 U.S.C. §§437f and 
437g). "Knowing and willful" violations of 
this statute which involve illegal contribu
tions of more than $2,000 remained federal 
criminal offenses subject to prosecution by 
this Department under 2 U.S.C. §437g(d). 

Section 441e represents one of the main 
federal statutory defenses against efforts by 
foreign nationals and foreign interests to in
fluence the domestic election processes of 
the United States through campaign con
tributions. The function of this statute is to 
safeguard a vital feature of the Nation's sov
ereignty. In our opinion, it deserves a broad 
construction in keeping with the vital na
tional security interests which it was en
acted to protect. 

In the years since 1976, when the Federal 
Election Commission (FEC) was given au
thority to interpret this statute's scope, the 
Commission has issued several advisory 
opinions on Section 441e's application to 
multi-national business organizations. How
ever, the line between permissible and im
permissible conduct that has emerged from 
this case-by-case interpretive process has 
not been a precise one. As a result, there is, 
in our opinion, an area of ambiguity insofar 
as Section 441e's application to political con
tribution activity by many types of business 
organizations that have substantial foreign 
capitalization and/or control. This state of 
uncertainty is not consistent with this stat
ute's purpose. 

One example of this ambiguity is the ex
tent to which Section 441e reaches contribu
tions by domestic United States subsidiaries 
of foreign multi-national enterprises. Within 
this grey area, a permissive latitude unfortu
nately exists for foreign interests to influ
ence the domestic election processes of the 
Nation, the provisions of Section 441e not
withstanding. 

The 50% foreign ownership test advanced 
by the proposed FEC regulation is a reason
able, objective, and easily quantifiable 
standard, which is a vast improvement over 
the case-by-case "control" analysis that is 
necessary under the line of FEC Advisory 
Opinions on this subject. This proposed regu
lation therefore succeeds quite well in 
achieving its objective of clarifying the 
standard of coverage. 

One result of this clarification of coverage 
will be to enable the FEC to better protect 
the domestic integrity of United States elec
tions through enforcement actions brought 
under 2 U.S.C. §437g(a). Another result will 
be to aid this Department in pursuing crimi
nal charges against those who intentionally 
violate Section 441e by reducing the mag
nitude of present ambiguities concerning the 
statute's reach, by providing. clearer notice 
of coverage to those subject to its terms, and 
by facilitating proof of the elevated scienter 
element necessary to support criminal con
victions under the FECA. See e.g. AFL-CIO 
v. FEC, 628 F.2d 97 (D.C. Cir. 1980); National 
Right to Work Committee v. FEC, 716 F.2d 1401 
(D.C. Cir. 1983). 

The 50% ownership test which the Commis
sion has proposed is fully consistent with the 
internal security objectives of the statute. In 
fact, the majority ownership approach which 
the FEC is proposing for access to domestic 
political activity is in fact more lenient than 
is the Federal Communication Commission's 
(FCC's) standard for foreign access to the do
mestic airwave.1 Accordingly, arguments 
that the test selected by the FEC is unfair to 
foreign nationals fall way short of the 
mark.2 

In the opinion of the Department of Jus
tice, this is a good regulation which is badly 
needed, and which will advance the impor
tant national security goals that underlie 2 
U.S.C. §441e. The FEC should adopt this reg
ulation without delay. 

I appreciate the opportunity which the 
FEC has given us to have input into this 
issue, and I trust that the views expressed in 
this letter will assist the Commission in its 
rulemaking decision. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT S. MUELLER ill, 

Assistant Attorney General. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, the 
Department added that the change pro
posed here would enable the FEC to 
better protect the domestic integrity 
of U.S. elections and would aid the Jus
tice Department in pursuing criminal 
charges against intentional violators. 
The Department also dismisses the ar
gument that speech or associational 
rights of American citizens would be 
unfairly impeded. Instead, it argues 
that this foreign PAC restriction is 
"badly needed" and ought to be adopt
ed "without delay." 

Mr. President, we discriminate 
against foreign influence and control in 
many areas-radio and television sta
tion ownership, airlines, corporate 
takeovers with national security impli
cations. I think we should do no less 
when it comes to our electoral sov
ereignty. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain
der of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

If neither side yields time, time will 
run equally against each side on the 
amendment. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, if 
there is no demand for time, I would be 
prepared to yield back my time and go 
to a vote. 

1 The Communications Act, and in particular 47 
U.S.C. §310(b)(3) thereof, prohibits the issuance of 
broadcast licenses to, or the holding of such licenses 
by, any entity whose capital stock is more than 20% 
owned by foreign nationals or foreign interests. Like 
Section 44le, the purpose of this FCC provision is to 
prevent foreign domination of the Nation's air
waves. 

2 Nor will the proposed 50% ownership test unfairly 
impede the associational or speech rights of United 
States nationals who may be employed by foreign 
dominated businesses entities. Such United States 
citizens will remain free to form, to be solicited by, 
and to contribute to non-connected political com
mittees. The only associational or speech limitation 
imposed by this proposed regulation will be on the 
capacity of foreign citizens and foreign capital to be 
used to stimulate and coordinate contribution activ
ity from American employees. Such a narrow limi
tation on domestic political intervention by non
American individuals and interests is clearly justi
fied from a First Amendment perspective as a legiti
mate measure to safeguard the Nation's sovereignty. 
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Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

want to make sure I understand the 
Bentsen amendment. I would ask my 
friend from Texas, am I correct that 
employees who are U.S. citizens who 
work for companies in this country of 
which the majority of stock is owned 
by a foreign entity would no longer be 
allowed to establish and fund a politi
cal action committee and participate 
in American politics? 

Mr. BENTSEN. They can participate 
in American politics. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Not through a 
PAC. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Not through a com
pany PAC. Now, they could make indi
vidual contributions as long and as 
much as they want under the Federal 
laws. 

Mr. McCONNELL. It is the under
standing of the Senator from Kentucky 
that there are roughly 30,000 employees 
in Kentucky who work for companies 
that are majority owned by foreign 
corporations. My concern, I say to my 
friend from Texas, is that we have es
tablished maybe inadvertently-! un
derstand his concern about foreign in
fluence. Foreigners cannot contribute 
to our elections now, and I think that 
is a good rule. I worry about diminish
ing this aspect of citizenship for those 
employees. It is a matter of great con
cern. 

Last year, I opposed the Senator's 
amendment and am inclined to do it 
again for that very reason, because to 
this Senator, to put those employees in 
sort of a diminished role in terms of 
the full array of opportunities to par
ticipate in the political process is 
somewhat troubling. · 

Mr. BENTSEN. I understand the 
comments of the Senator from Ken
tucky, but it was my understanding 
that the Senator from Kentucky sup
ports doing away with all PAC's. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Yes, but in the ab
sence of a decision to do that-and I as
sume that the amendment of the Sen
ator from Texas is designed to deal 
with that environment in which PAC's 
continue to exist-it seems to this Sen
ator that all Americans ought to be 
treated the same in terms of their abil
ity to participate the same through a 
political action committee if they 
should continue to exist. 

Should the proposition of the Sen
ator from Kentucky prevail, which is, 
by the way, also in the bill my friend 
from Texas supports, there would not 
be any connected PAC's but that would 
discriminate against all Americans 
equally if they are concerned about 
their inability to form a PAC. But if 
PAC's are going to continue to exist, it 
seems to this Senator just because a 
Kentuckian happens to work for a com
pany that is now majority owned by a 
foreign entity, it is not a great idea to 
diminish his citizenship to that extent. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Let me, if I might 
reply, give the Senator the argument 

that is given by the Justice Depart
ment. They flatly dismissed that argu
ment. They said, "The only association 
or speech limitation imposed by this 
proposed regulation will be on the ca
pacity of foreign citizens and foreign 
capital to be used to stimulate and co
ordinate contribution activity from 
American employees, and such a nar
row limitation on domestic political 
intervention by un-American individ
uals and interests is clearly justified 
from a first amendment perspective as 
a legitimate measure to safeguard the 
Nation's sovereignty." That is the Jus
tice Department's opinion. 

Mr. McCONNELL. As I understand 
what the Senator has just read, in ef
fect the affected employees would still 
have the option of forming what is 
called a nonconnected PAC. 

Mr. BENSTEN. That is true. 
Mr. McCONNELL. The employee 

down the street who works for a com
pany that is majority owned domesti
cally would still have the option of 
forming a connected PAC. So in that 
sense it still seems to this Senator that 
we have arbitrarily put the employee 
who works for a foreign-owned com
pany in a different position. 

I appreciate the explanation of the 
Senator from Texas, and that really is 
all of my observations on the subject. 

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I was 
wondering if it is appropriate at this 
time to go ahead and offer my amend
ment. The Senators still have time. It 
may be a way of moving things along. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 
Senators will yield back their time on 
the amendment, it would be appro
priate. 

Mr. BREAUX. Parliamentary in
quiry. How much time is remaining? 

Mr. McCONNELL. How much do I 
have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kentucky has 9 minutes. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I yield back my 
time. 

Mr. BENTSEN. I yield back my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

is yielded back. 
AMENDMENT NO. 251 

(Purpose: To prohibit certain election
related activities of foreign nationals) 

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk to the Bent
sen amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. BREAUX], 

for himself and Mr. DoLE, proposes an 
amendment numbered 251 to the amendment 
numbered 250. 

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be in

serted, insert the following: 

SEC. • PROHffiiTION OF CERTAIN ELECTION-RE· 
LATED ACTMTIES OF FOREIGN NA
TIONALS. 

(a) FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS.-The Con
gress finds and declares that-

(1) the electoral process of the United 
States should be open to all American citi
zens; 

(2) foreign nationals should have no role in 
the American electoral process; 

(3) Congress does not intend and has never 
intended to permit foreign nationals to par
ticipate, directly or indirectly, in the deci
sionmaking of political committees estab
lished pursuant to the Federal Election Cam
paign Act of 1971; 

(4) it is the intent of Congress to prohibit 
any participation whatsoever by any foreign 
national in the activities of any political 
committee; and 

(5) while it is necessary to safeguard the 
political process from foreign influence, it is 
critical that any protections not discrimi
nate against American citizens employed by 
foreign-owned companies and that Ameri
cans' constitutional rights of free associa
tion and speech be protected. 

(b) PROHIBITION OF CERTAIN ELECTION-RE
LATED ACTIVITIES OF FOREIGN NATIONALS.
Section 319 of the Federal Election Cam
paign Act of 1971 is amended by-

(1) redesignating subsection (b) as sub
section (e); and 

(2) inserting after subsection (a) the fol
lowing new subsections: 

"(b) A foreign national shall not direct, 
dictate, control, or directly or indirectly 
participate in any person's decisionmaking 
concerning the making of contributions or 
expenditures in connection with elections for 
any Federal, State, or local office or deci
sionmaking concerning the administration 
of a political committee. 

"(c) A nonconnected political committee 
or the separate segregated fund established 
in accordance with section 316(b)(2)(C) or any 
other organization or committee involved in 
the making of contributions or expenditures 
in connection with elections for any Federal, 
State, or local office shall include the follow
ing statement on all printed materials pro
duced for the purpose of soliciting contribu
tions: 

"It is unlawful for a foreign national to 
make any contribution of money or other 
thing of value to a political committee." 

"(d) A nonconnected political committee 
or a separate segregated fund established in 
accordance with section 316(b)(2)(C) or any 
other organization or committee involved in 
the making of contributions or expenditures 
in connection with elections for any Federal, 
State, or local office shall certify in regular 
reports to the Commission, or in a manner 
prescribed by the Commission, that no for
eign national has participated either di
rectly or indirectly in the decisionmaking of 
the political committee or separate seg
regated fund, including the appointment of 
the administrators of the committee or 
fund.'' 

(c) PENALTY.-Section 309(b)(1)(C) of FECA 
(2 U.S.C. 437g(d)(1)(C)) is amended by insert
ing "section 319 or" before "section 322". 

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I essen
tially start by telling my colleagues 
that I agree with the thrust and the 
goal of the Bentsen amendment which 
I interpret to be the elimination of in
nuence by foreign nationals or foreign 
companies on the American political 
process. They should not be involved. 
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They should not be influencing the po
litical process in this country. 

However, I point out that under the 
Breaux-Dole amendment, which is now 
pending as a substitute, we retain cur
rent law. Current law also recognizes 
that foreigners should not be involved 
in the political process of the United 
States. There are no foreign PAC's in 
existence in the United States of Amer
ica. None. Not one. There are no for
eign nationals who are able to make a 
contribution to anyone in the U.S. po
litical system. There are no foreign 
contributions to any existing U.S. 
PAC. That is illegal. That is prohibited 
under the current rules and the current 
regulations. 

What we are dealing with under the 
Bentsen amendment, to which my 
amendment is a substitute, is a prohi
bition against U.S. domiciled subsidi
aries that are taxpaying companies in 
this country; and are companies that 
are licensed and chartered in this coun
try; that employ U.S. citizens in this 
country, which citizens are taxpaying 
citizens in this country; and under the 
Bentsen amendment these citizens, 3 
million-plus Americans, if PAC's are to 
be allowed, would be p·rohibited from 
doing what any other American citizen 
is permitted to do, and that is to make 
a. contribution to the compa.ny':s politi
cal action committee for which he hap
pens to work. 

It is interesting that in my reading 
of the amendment of the Senator from 
Texas it would not prohibit that em
ployee for that foreign-owned subsidi
ary from making a contribution to his 
labor union PAC. It could be the labor 
union that works in that foreign sub
sidiary, which interests are the same 
as that subsidiary in seeing to it that 
that subsidiary does well and makes a 
profit so they can continue to work for 
it. The Bentsen amendment would not 
prohibit that employee from making a 
contribution to the labor PAC that 
works in that plant. 

Take Shell Oil, for instance, which 
employs literally thousands of people 
in my State of Louisiana, which is a 
foreign-owned company. But the Shell 
Oil Co. that is located in Louisiana is a 
Louisiana citizen. It pays Louisiana 
taxes. It is domiciled in our State. 
They employ thousands of Louisiana 
citizens. Those citizens, under the 
Bentsen amendment, would not be able 
to contribute to the PAC of the labor 
union that happens to work in that 
particular plant. They can make a con
tribution to the labor union, but they 
could not make a contribution to the 
Shell political action committee. 

What my amendment would do is 
simply say that the current law under 
the Federal Election Commission that 
prohibits any foreign national from do
nating money to or serving on the 
board of a PAC of a U.S. subsidiary is 
contingent and it becomes the law of 

the land, not just a rule, not just a reg
ulation. 

The Breaux amendment says that 
there can be no foreign P AC's. The 
Breaux amendment says that there can 
be no foreign contributions to any U.S. 
political action committee. It goes 
even further than that. It requires that 
there be a certification, a certification 
in every political action committee's 
file, which certification clearly says 
that this PAC has not solicited, accept
ed, or received a contribution from a 
foreign national. It further says that 
no foreign national has directed, dic
tated, controlled, or directly or indi
rectly participated in the decisionmak
ing process of this political committee 
with regard to any of the elections, and 
that any person who knowingly and or 
willfully makes a false statement in 
this certification shall be subject to 
the penal ties. 

Mr. President, the penalties that we 
have in this legislation are indeed very 
strict in the sense that they are crimi
nal penalties that are applicable to 
anybody found to be in violation. These 
penalties are, and I point out, a person 
who violates it is subject to 1 year plus 
and/or a $25,000 fine or up to 300 percent 
fine over the amount of the violation of 
the PAC contribution. 

Mr. President, what we have done in 
my substitute legislation which I point 
out is only applicable if P AC's are 
somehow found to be still legal after 
this legislation is completed that there 
will be no foreign contributions to any 
U.S. organized political action commit
tees, that no foreign national can par
ticipate in any U.S. political action 
committee, but that the millions of 
citizens in this country who merely 
work for a U.S. subsidiary that happens 
to be 50 percent or more owned by a 
foreign citizen should not be prohibited 
from participating in the political 
process. 

I am very concerned that while I 
share completely and totally the con
cerns that the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
BENTSEN] has expressed, I merely point 
out that the broad brush of his amend
ment goes much farther than we need 
to go in order to clear up the political 
action committee foreign subsidiary 
problem. 

I also point out that, number one, we 
have not had problems in this area. We 
have not seen any violations of foreign 
nationals trying to make contributions 
to political action committees or try
ing to influence that political action 
committees do with their funds with 
the companies that are in fact U.S. 
subsidiaries of foreign nationals al
ready. This is not a problem that needs 
to be corrected. And I want to point 
out that in general political action 
committees have not been causing any 
problems in the election process. In 
fact, in 1972 they were part of the re
form. They had the amount that they 
can contribute dramatically reduced 

because of inflation. In 1972 a PAC 
could give a $5,000 contribution. Al
most 20 years later that is the same 
limit or ceiling on what they can give. 

It is very clear that because of infla
tion over almost 20 years, that the 
$5,000 ceiling in 1972 is worth far less in 
1991 or the 1992 election cycles. So 
every year by inflation we have dra
matically reduced · the amount of 
money that a political action commit
tee can donate in terms of its effective 
buying power. The final point is that 
these political action committees, in 
fact, are not part of the problem at all. 

In my own State, there are between 
50,000 and 60,000 Louisiana citizens who 
would be prohibited by the Bentsen 
amendment from making a contribu
tion to the political action committee 
of the company they happen to work 
for merely because this U.S.-domiciled 
subsidiary, the U.S-domiciled company 
of Louisiana that happens to be foreign 
owned would prohibit them from par
ticipating in their political action 
committee for that particular com
pany. They would not be prohibited 
from making a contribution to the 
labor union PAC that works within the 
same boundaries of that company 
which has the same interests in assur
ing that that company would in fact be 
successful from a financial standpoint. 

Mr. President, I do not think that 
these 50,000 to 60,000 Louisianians 
should be are arbitrarily prohibited 
without a showing of a problem from 
participating in the process through 
the political action committees that 
their companies have set up to allow 
them to have a greater voice in these
lection of the candidates that they 
would like to see serve them in a na
tional Congress and also in other areas 
as far as State and local governments 
are concerned. 

Mr. President, I offer my amendment 
as a substitute to the Bentsen amend
ment, and ask that Senator DOLE be al
lowed to join with me as a cosponsor as 
he has indicated to me by unanimous 
consent. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I would like to be 
added as a cosponsor. 

Mr. BREAUX. If there is no further 
debate, I ask for the yeas and nays on 
the amendment. 

Mr. BENTSEN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Texas [Mr. BENTSEN]. 
Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I ap

preciate the comments of the Senator 
from Louisiana about the objectives of 
my amendment. He is sharing the ob
jective. But the amendment he pro
poses has an interesting provision re
quiring the PAC officials to certify 
that no foreign national participated 
directly or indirectly in the PAC deci
sions and provided the criminal pen
alties for local violations. As he has 
stated, those are identical to the provi
sions that are already on the books 
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now for illegal contributions totaling 
$2,000 or more. 

But this amendment does not elimi
nate a single foreign PAC, and in no 
way does it get rid of the pressures on 
those working for that company which 
is foreign owned. 

Mr. President, this came very force
fully to mind when we had the question 
of Toshiba, and the transfer of sub
marine propellers technology to the 
Soviet Union. We had tried carefully 
and zealously to prevent it from going 
to our major threat at that time, the 
U.S.S.R. 

When that issue was raised on To
shiba, in that election cycle and every 
public forum, public hall meeting that 
I held, you had Americans there, the 
managers of the divisions representing 
Toshiba, arguing against the U.S. posi
tion in that regard. 

That is what I saw happening. So do 
not tell me they do not look over their 
shoulder to see what the management 
thinks back home. 

That is why I think it is important 
that we put a quantifiable limitation 
on these P AC's, one that is easily de
fined. The current law, according to 
the Justice Department, is ambiguous, 
harder to enforce than a 50 percent 
ownership test that is under my 
amendment. 

This amendment that is being 
brought up at the present time as
sumes that it will be easy to make 
these certificates of noninterference 
and do it truthfully. Perhaps, perhaps 
not. The question is how do you prove 
the subtle pressures in a court of law? 

So if you want to be sure you catch 
the violators, remember that the De
partment of Justice favors the ban on 
PAC's with 50-percent foreign owner
ship. Instead of permitting this current 
ambiguity to continue to cloud the 
FEC decisions over the years, I think 
we ought to put this rule in, carry out 
the Bentsen amendment, and defeat 
the amendment proposed as a sub
stitute by the Senator from Louisiana. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BREAUX. I yield myself such 
time as I may use. 

I only point out in response to the 
good points of my colleague from 
Texas, some of which I think everyone 
really needs to understand, that there 
are no foreign P AC's. They are illegal. 
There are no foreign contributions to 
any U.S.-subsidiary PAC that can be 
legally made under current rules and 
regulations. Those are illegal. No for
eign national, no foreign citizen, can 
contribute to any U.S. political action 
committee now. That is the rule under 
the Federal Election Commission. 

My legislation takes that a step fur
ther, and makes that a statutory re
quirement; also adds the fact that 
there has to be a certification that 
every political action committee must 
file to that effect when they file their 

reports; and, third, imposes very strict 
criminal penalties for the first time as 
well as civil penalties for anybody who 
knowingly violates any of those rules 
and regulations. 

We can argue whether we should have 
political action committees or not. 
These amendments only apply if in fact 
they are found to be legal after all of 
these legislative efforts are completed. 
But the point I make is that these mat
ters that the Senator is addressing 
himself, which I agree with, should not 
be allowed in this country. They areal
ready prohibited. 

The final point is that, I think, mil
lions of American citizens who work in 
this country, who desire to participate 
in their political action committee 
formed by the company they work for, 
located in this country, domiciled in 
this country, licensed in this country, 
paying tax in this country, should not 
be arbitrarily prohibited from doing so. 
That is what the amendment would do. 

I do not know if we have more argu
ments. 

I ask for the yeas and nays on the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
LIEBERMAN). Is there a sufficient sec
ond? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
am strongly opposed to letting foreign
ers influence our political process. Ours 
is a government of, by and for the peo
ple-the American people. And that is 
the way it should be. 

The underlying Bentsen amendment, 
unfortunately, is inconsistent with 
that principle. The amendment would 
treat some American citizens as sec
ond-class citizens, by denying them po
litical rights available to other Ameri
cans. That is why I feel compelled to 
oppose it. 

Mr. President, the issue is not wheth
er foreigners can get involved in the 
American political process. They 
should not and, under current regula
tions, they may not. 

Nor, Mr. President is the issue one of 
political action committees or PAC's. 
The legislation we are considering 
would ban all PAC contributions, 
whether they represent Americans who 
work for foreign-owned companies or 
Americans who work for domestically 
owned companies. 

Mr. President, the real issue here is 
whether American citizens who happen 
to work for a company with majority 
ownership abroad should be denied po
litical rights available to other Ameri
cans. 

Mr. President, the second-degree 
amendment proposed by the distin
guished Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
BREAUX] would codify existing regula
tions, to ensure that no foreigner may 
participate in the American electoral 
process. Foreigners would be pro hi bi ted 
from donating money to a PAC, or 
from influencing the decisions of a 
PAC. The amendment also would put 

teeth into these rules, through the es
tablishment of penalties for violators. I 
think these proposals make sense, and 
I support the Breaux amendment. 

Mr. President, my State of New Jer
sey has aggressively sought investment 
from abroad. Given our location and 
our top flight, educated work force, we 
are an attractive location for many 
foreign investors. As a result, the citi
zens of our State are now benefiting 
not only from the jobs that have been 
created by such companies, but by the 
products that are produced by these 
companies in New Jersey for sale to 
New Jerseyites and other Americans. 

Mr. President, according to the New 
Jersey Department of Commerce, in 
1987 there were 169,000 New Jerseyites 
who worked for foreign-owned compa
nies. That number may well be higher 
now. These people-and the children 
and families who depend on them
should not be discriminated against 
just because a majority of the owners 
of their company happen to reside out
side the country. 

Mr. President, we should do every
thing we can to ensure that foreigners 
do not directly participate in American 
electoral politics. But let us not dis
criminate against American citizens in 
the process. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I will 
be moving to table the amendment 
with the yielding back of time 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I am 
prepared to yield back the remainder 
of my time, assuming the proponent of 
the amendment is. 

I ask unanimous consent that we set 
the vote at 6:15 to give people time to 
get here, and I move to table. 

Mr. BREAUX. I yield the remainder 
of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Under the previous order, the hour of 
6:15 p.m. having arrived, the vote will 
now occur on the motion to table made 
by the Senator from Texas to the sec
ond-degree amendment of the Senator 
from Louisiana, [Mr. BREAUX]. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
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Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen

ator from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN] is nec
essarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] is absent on 
official business. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is absent 
because of illness. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. SYMMS] is 
necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. HELMS] is ab
sent due to a death in the family. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de
siring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 35, 
nays 60, as follows: 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Bingaman 
Boren 
Bryan 
Burdick 
Burns 
Byrd 
Dodd 
Ex on 
Fowler 

Adams 
Bond 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bumpers 
Cha.fee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Craig 
Cranston 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Daschle 
DeConcini 
Dixon 
Dole 
Domenici 

Biden 
Helms 

[Rollcall Vote No. 67 Leg.] 

YEA8-35 
Gore Moynihan 
Graham Nunn 
Gra.ssley Pell 
Harkin Reid 
Heflin Riegle 
Hollings Rockefeller 
Jeffords Rudman 
Kennedy Sarbanes 
Kerry Sasser 
Kohl Simon 
Levin Wellstone 
Metzenbaum 

NAY8-60 
Duren berger Mikulski 
Ford Mitchell 
Garn Murkowski 
Glenn Nickles 
Gorton Packwood 
Gramm Pressler 
Hatch Robb 
Hatfield Roth 
Johnston Sanford 
Kassebaum Seymour 
Kasten Shelby 
Kerrey Simpson 
Lauten berg Smith 
Leahy Specter 
Lieberman Stevens 
Lott Thurmond 
Lugar Wallop 
Mack Warner 
McCain Wirth 
McConnell Wofford 

NOT VOTING-5 
Inouye Symms 
Pryor 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 251) was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs now on the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. BREAUX]. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, if I 
may address the majority leader and 
the Senator from Louisiana? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. BENTSEN]. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I am 
prepared to accept the amendment to 
my amendment and do not see a need 
for a rollcall vote. 

Mr. BREAUX. Will the Senator yield? 
I certainly agree with the Senator. I 
ask . unanimous consent to vitiate the 
order for the vote that was previously 
ordered on my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BREAUX. I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question then is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. BREAUX]. 

The amendment (No. 251) to the 
amendment (No. 250) was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, amendment No. 250, as 
amended, will be agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 250), as amend
ed, was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the majority leader. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment as amended was agreed 
to. 

Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, par
liamentary inquiry. Am I correct now 
that the Bentsen amendment, as 
amended by the Breaux amendment, 
has been agreed to by the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair advises the Senate majority 
leader he is correct. 

Mr. MITCHELL. If I may have the at
tention of the Senate, pursuant to the 
agreement previously enterea into, 
there will be no further rollcall votes 
this evening. Senator McCONNELL will 
be recognized to offer his amendment, 
on which there will be 2 hours and 45 
minutes of debate. Following that, 
Senator WELLSTONE will be recognized 
to offer his amendment, on which there 
will be limited debate this evening. 
Then tomorrow morning, at 9:45, there 
will be 15 minutes of debate equally di
vided on the McConnell amendment 
and a vote on the McConnell amend
ment, following which there will be 10 
minutes of debate equally divided on 
the Wellstone amendment and then a 
vote on the Wellstone amendment. 

So, Senators should be aware there 
will be a vote on the McConnell amend
ment at 10 a.m., and a vote on the 
Wellstone amendment at approxi
mately 10:30 a.m. Any Senators who 
have other amendments to this bill I 
hope will be prepared to offer them be
ginning immediately after the vote on 
the Wellstone amendment. 

I thank my colleagues. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from Vir
ginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I have 
an inquiry of the Senate majority lead
er. I wonder if this Senator at some ap
propriate time in the next hour or two 
might just have a minute or two to in
troduce a bill? Will that interfere with 
the schedule? 

Mr. MITCHELL. It would not from 
my standpoint. With the consent of the 
distinguished Senator from Kentucky, 
who under the agreement would not be 

recognized, I suggest the Senator now 
seek recognition if he only needs a 
minute or two and that he proceed to 
do so. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I regret 
to say I do not have the paperwork be
fore me at this time. I will at some ap
propriate time this evening ask for no 
more than a few minutes within which 
to introduce legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order the Chair now recog
nizes the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
MCCONNELL]. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, it is 
my understanding the Senator from 
Massachusetts would like to proceed 
for a minute or two as in morning busi
ness. 

Mr. PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Mas
sachusetts. 

ON RAJIV GANDID 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I wish 

to join my colleagues in expressing 
great sorrow over the tragic assassina
tion earlier today of Rajiv Gandhi. His 
loss will be felt throughout the world 
for many years to come. 

Rajiv Gandhi was the greatest living 
leader in India. He was also more than 
that. He was, in the tradition of his 
family, a dedicated public servant who 
put the goals, and values of his country 
beyond his own personal interests. 

From 1984 until 1989, Rajiv Gandhi 
was Prime Minister of India-the larg
est democracy in the world. He under
stood that the greatest threat to his 
people and his nation comes from an
cient enemies such as poverty, hunger, 
illness, and injustice, and he worked 
hard throughout his brilliant career to 
end them. 

India is a country of many races, re
ligions, and cultures. Under Rajiv 
Gandhi's leadership, India's rich and 
diverse community worked in harmony 
to implement and preserve the demo
cratic ideals that the Gandhi family 
cherished and championed through 
three generations of outstanding lead
ership to their country and to the 
world. I recall in particular how deeply 
President Kennedy cherished his rela
tions with Gandhi's grandfather, who 
was Prime Minister Nehru of India, in 
the early 1960's. 

His tragic death marks the end of a 
great era of leadership by his family 
for the people of India. Even as the 
world mourns his death, we celebrate 
his life. 

SENATE ELECTION ETHICS ACT 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill. 
AMENDMENT NO. 252 TO AMENDMENT NO. 242 

(Purpose: To strike the spending limits and 
public benefit provisions) 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, for 
myself, Mr. NICKLES, and Mr. GRAMM I 
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send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. . 

·The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. McCoN
NELL], for himself, Mr. NICKLES, and Mr. 
GRAMM, proposes an amendment numbered 
252 to amendment No. 242. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
Strike section 101. 
Strike subsection (d) of section 102. 
On page 43, lines 18 through 20, strike "an 

eligible candidate (as defined in section 
501(2) of the Federal Election Campaign Act 
of 1971)." and insert "a legally qualified can
didate". 

Strike subsection (b) of section 103. 
Strike section 104. 
Strike section 105. 
On page 47, beginning with line 17, strike 

all through page 50, line 3. 
On page 50, line 4, strike "(b)" and insert 

"SEC. 304A. (a)". 
On page 52, line 8, strike "(c)" and insert 

"(b)". 
On page 53, line 1, strike "(d)" and insert 

"(c)". 
On page 54, line 6, strike "(f)" and insert 

"(e)". 
On page 54, line 16, strike "(g)" and insert 

"(f)". 
On page 61, strike lines 5 through 13. 
On page 61, lines 16 and 17, strike "and sub

section (c) or (d)". 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, this 
is the amendment that many have been 
waiting for, which deals with the issue 
of public funding and restriction on 
participation in politics. There is at 
least one Senator here to speak on the 
amendment so I will withhold my open
ing statement until a little bit later in 
the debate. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. NICKLES]. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I wish 
to compliment my friend and col
league, Senator McCONNELL, from Ken
tucky, for his outstanding leadership 
on this issue. This is an important 
issue. It is an issue that needs to be de
bated, and he has discussed it thor
oughly and I think has done an out
standing job. 

Most everyone on this floor has prob
ably stated they are in favor of cam
paign reform. As a matter of fact, I 
think if we ask the American people, 
do you favor campaign reform, a strong 
majority would say "yes." I also be
lieve, if we asked the same people the 
question, do you think American tax
payers should subsidize U.S. Senate 
campaigns, the answer would be over
whelmingly "no." 

The American people do not want 
their tax dollars going to help subsidize 
U.S. Senate campaigns. Time and time 

again we hear people say we have to 
have a tax subsidy in order to have 
spending limits. I totally disagree. 

I do not think spending limits are 
necessary. They inhibit or restrict free 
speech. In many cases they would keep 
people from participating in elections 
to the extent that they should have the 
opportunity to do so. I come as a can
didate not from a wealthy background. 
I come as a candidate who has been 
outspent in races. But I personally 
think we are making a serious mistake 
to say once we reach a magical number 
we cannot expend a dollar more than 
that or, if we do, the heavy hand of the 
taxpayer is going to come in and give 
our opponent up to millions of dollars. 

In some cases, if you spend over the 
so-called general election spending 
limit by as much as one-third, your op
ponent will receive millions of dollars 
of taxpayers' money. I think that is 
wrong. I do not think taxpayers want 
their dollars to be used in that manner, 
certainly not to restrict the rights of 
people to participate in campaigns and 
certainly not to be giving politicians 
certain, what I would call, political 
welfare. 

Why should politicians be able to 
mail at one-fourth the rate of any 
other taxpayer? That is right, Mr. 
President. They can mail first class at 
7.25 cents, whereas most taxpayers 
have to pay 29 cents per mail. Politi
cians would be able to mail for 7.25 
cents. 

Why should politicians be able to re
ceive broadcast discounts equal to 50 
percent of what anybody else pays? 
Why should politicians get rates from 
radio people or TV people one-half the 
rates of anybody else? I do not think 
that makes any sense. Why should poli
ticians get vouchers that they can use 
to purchase broadcast time? And those 
vouchers are not free. They are paid for 
by taxpayers. The cost of this bill, Mr. 
President, is enormous. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. NICKLES. No; I will not. I want 
to make a few more remarks, and then 
I will be happy to yield. 

People have said the cost of this is 
minimal; we have reduced this. But the 
facts are this is an enormously expen
sive bill. It is enormously expensive to 
the taxpayers. It is enormously expen
sive to, I am going to say consumers 
because they are going to be the ones 
paying for the broadcast discounts. I 
doubt the broadcasters would be con
suming that. My guess is consumers 
would one way or the other. 

I do not know how I would respond to 
a small radio station in my State of 
Oklahoma which says if I have to offer 
a U.S. Senate candidate one-half the 
lowest rate, I guess I have to do that 
for a congressional candidate, and if we 
are going to do it for a U.S. Senate 
candidate, certainly we have to do it 
for a gubernatorial candidate. We are 

going to be mandating these lowest 
rates for a variety of offices and cam
paigns. I think that is a mistake. 

I rise in support of the McConnell 
amendment because I think it is a seri
ous mistake to have public financing in 
campaigns. I think it is a serious mis
take to be saying politicans, by defini
tion, are entitled to receive these, I am 
going to call them political welfare 
benefits, and I think it would also be a 
serious mistake to be denying people 
the opportunity to contribute and par
ticipate in elections once somebody 
reaches the magical number that we 
would define. 

If we set that number-in my State I 
believe in the general election it is $1.1 
million-if somebody exceeds that 
amount by $1, they are entitled to re
ceive hundreds of thousands of dollars 
in benefits. If they exceed that amount 
by 30 percent, they would receive over 
$1 million subsidy or gift, whatever, 
from the taxpayers. Not only would 
they receive that million dollars, but 
then they could take that and buy 
broadcast at one-half the rate, so that 
million-dollar gift has now turned into 
a $2 million gift. The cost of this pro
posal is enormous. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. NICKLES. I will be happy to 

yield to the Senator from New Jersey. 
Mr. BRADLEY. The Senator men

tioned the mail subsidy that is in
volved in this. Does the Senator have 
those figures from his speech? 

Mr. NICKLES. Yes. 
Mr. BRADLEY. What were those fig

ures? 
Mr. NICKLES. Under the proposal, 

the substitute for S. 3, there is a mil
lion dollar subsidy. The subsidy is 
equal to 5 percent of the general elec
tion limit. 

Basically what that means is that a 
person could take that amount of 
money and purchase subsidized mail 
and when they purchase subsidized 
mail, they can purchase the mail at 
first class, for example, at one-fourth 
the rate of other taxpayers or other 
constituency. 

Mr. BRADLEY. So do I understand 
the Senator is opposed to subsidized 
mail? 

Mr. NICKLES. I am opposed to the 
Federal Government and having the 
taxpayers pay for politicians to receive 
mail at one-fourth the rate for their 
political purposes; the Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Would that apply, as 
well, to political committees, such as. 
the Republican Senate Campaign Com
mittee and the Democratic Senate 
Campaign Committee? 

Mr. NICKLES. I will be happy to con
sider the Senator's offer. What I do not 
want to do is have a greater expansion, 
if there is. I am not even sure what the 
exact mail rate costs are and whether 
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or not they are subsidized, whether or 
not they pay for themselves. There is a 
whole variety of mail rates. But I will 
tell the Senator what we do not need to 
do by passing this bill and maybe we 
should review those. 

I do not know if they lose money or 
not. But I know this process would lose 
money. Mailing first class at 7.25 cents 
would lose money because we just ask 
constituents to do that. I do not think 
political parties can mail for 7.25 cents 
on first-class mail. I do not believe 
that is the case. I really do not know 
what it is, but I do not think we should 
allow candidates this opportunity to 
have, again, a political welfare system. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Does the Senator 
know offhand because of his previous 
position and service, how much respec
tive campaign committees, Republican 
Campaign Senate Committee, for ex
ample, raised from direct mail in the 
last 2-year cycle? 

Mr. NICKLES. I do not have those 
figures right off the top of my head. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I think that if you 
consul ted the record, you would find 
the Republican Senate Campaign Com
mittee raised much, much more than 
the Democratic Senate Campaign Com
mittee from direct mail. On one level, 
that is a tribute to the ability of the 
campaign committee. But it is also an 
acknowledgment that the committee 
did mail at subsidized rates, which is a 
form of public financing. 

Mr. NICKLES. I have the floor. The 
Senator asked a question. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I thank the Senator 
for yielding the floor, and I think we 
will come back to these points during 
the debate. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I might 
make one comment. One, I do -not know 
if that is a subsidy or not. I know the 
Democratic proposal is a big subsidy 
for mail. There are different classes of 
mail rates. You have a different rate 
for third class, you have a different 
rate for a variety of junk mail, and you 
have a different rate for a lot of dif
ferent types of mail. Some of them 
make money. Some of them are less 
than first class, but some of them hap
pen to make money because of volume 
or because of codes or whatever; 

But I do know that under S. 3, the 
mail subsidy is a big subsidy that 
would cost taxpayers hundreds of thou
sands of dollars, and we do not need to 
be adding that kind of subsidy for poli
ticians. We do not need to be adding 
that kind of additional burden on the 
backs of taxpayers. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Will the Senator 
yield for a question and also an obser
vation? 

Mr. NICKLES. Yes, I will yield. 
Mr. McCONNELL. In listening to the 

question of the Senator from New Jer
sey, it occurs to this Senator-and 
maybe this is a deal worth making-! 
gather the Senator from New Jersey 
finds offensive the reduced rate cur-

rently allowed political parties. Also, 
there are nonprofits that benefit from 
reduced mail rates which get involved 
in politics. So quite possibly we may 
have come up with the parameters of 
an agreement in which we could get rid 
of the reduced mail rate for nonprofits 
as well as for parties and maybe we 
could strike an agreement here. 

We have been searching for 3 years 
for a bipartisan agreement. Maybe the 
thing to do is eliminate all this public 
funding across the board, including 
mail subsidies for parties as well as for 
nonprofits when they engage in politi
cal activities. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Is the Senator refer
ring to something like the Baptist 
Church? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Oklahoma has the floor. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I appre
ciate my friend and colleague's state
ment. I have not called for a review of 
all the postal rates and whether some 
rates are subsidized or not. I do know I 
personally, and a lot of our constitu
ents, receive a lot of junk mail and I 
often wondered why we do not charge 
more for that mail than we do first 
class. Sometimes the post office comes 
back and says that happens to make 
money and the other loses money. I do 
not know. I am not even on that com
mittee. 

I do not have any objection to re
viewing the various charges we now 
have. We have a lot of differentials in 
mail rates, but what we do not have 
right now is a special discount rate for 
candidates for U.S. Senate to give mail 
at one-fourth the rate the rest of our 
constituents receive. That is what I do 
not want to have happen. I do not want 
to have politicians getting mail at one
fourth the cost. 

I will also say-not everybody on this 
side of the aisle or that side of the aisle 
will agree-! do not think politicians 
should get broadcast rates at one-half 
the rate of anybody else in America. I 
think that is offensive. I think that is 
a mistake. I do not think politicians 
should be getting vouchers to where 
they can get hundreds of thousands of 
dollars of vouchers to go out and buy 
TV time. I find that offensive, and I 
find particularly offensive the idea of 
spending limits when people say that 
these spending limits are voluntary. 
But if I decide as a candidate or PHIL 
GRAMM decides as a candidate that he 
is opposed to public financing of cam
paigns, so he says I am not going to 
participate, but if he spends $1 more 
than the so-called spending limit, his 
opponent is going to get millions of 
dollars. 

If he spends 30 percent more than 
that amount, his opponent is going to 
get several millions of dollars. I find 
that offensive. I think that is a serious 
mistake. That is not voluntary spend
ing limits. That is coercion. That is 
forcing somebody to participate in the 

system because you are holding the 
heavy hand of the taxpayer and sub
sidies through mail and broadcast dis
counts over their head. That would be 
a serious infringement on free speech. 
That is a serious mistake. I hope that 
we will not make that mistake this 
week when we consider this bill. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I 
thank my friend from Kentucky. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM]. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I do not 
think we are under a time limit, are 
we? 

Mr. BOREN. Yes, we are. 
Mr. GRAMM. I ask the distinguished 

Senator from Kentucky to yield me 5 
minutes. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I yield the Senator 
from Texas 5 minutes. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I want 
to talk about three general issues. This 
bill is probably the most sophisticated 
bait-and-switch maneuver that I have 
seen in my 13 years in Congress. Every 
year we have this massive buildup for a 
bill and then every year that bill is set 
aside and a new one is substituted in 
its place. And so I do not want today to 
try to get into a debate about the de
tails. I want to talk about three issues, 
two of which are addressed by this 
amendment. 

First of all, taxpayers funding of 
elections. Mr. President, the American 
people in poll after poll are adamantly 
opposed to taking the taxpayers' 
money in any shape, form, or fashion 
and using it to pay for politicians to 
run for public office. Most Americans 
are outraged that fringe candidates 
have gotten taxpayer funding to run 
for President. If people want to run for 
public office, I think most Americans 
believe that one of the requisites for 
running is having people who support 
them. I know that it dulls the palm of 
many politicians to have to go out and 
deal with real world issues, deal with 
real people, have to ask them for sup
port, but I believe it is a fundamental 
part of the democratic process. The 
American people are adamantly op
posed to taxpayer funding. 

Let me remind my colleagues that 
every April 15 when the American tax
payers fill out all those tax forms, they 
have an opportunity to donate $1 to 
fund Presidential elections with tax
payer dollars. We do that poll every 
time somebody does their tax return. 

Mr. President, does it not tell us 
something that less than 1 in 5 people, 
when it does not cost them a penny, 
say on their tax return they want poli
ticians to have their tax money? That 
is when it does not cost them anything. 
It does cost the system something. It is 
not free. But for the individual tax
payer it is an opportunity to give poli
ticians a dollar, and by over a 4-to-1 
margin they say I do not want politi
cians to have my dollar. 
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Mr. President, that tells me some

thing. It tells me that the American 
people do not want taxpayer funding of 
elections. I simply want to remind my 
colleagues that we are about to have a 
vote on exactly that issue. The people 
who are for taxpayer funding are going 
to have a chance to vote against the 
amendment of the distinguished Sen
ator from Kentucky. The people who 
think taxpayers ought not to be fund
ing elections will have an opportunity 
to vote for his amendment and then 
the American people will know. 

The second issue is a subsidiary issue 
having to do with broadcasting rates. 
Why should we use the power of the 
Federal Government to force broad
casters to give us broadcast time? 
What gives us the right to take their 
property, to use it to promote our elec
tions? Mr. President, this is really not 
a free benefit. This is going to drive up 
the cost of broadcasting, going to drive 
up the cost of advertising products. Ev
erything from baby food to shoes will 
rise in cost because we impose that 
cost on broadcasters. 

Mr. BOREN. Will the Senator yield 
for a question on that point? 

Mr. GRAMM. I will be happy to yield. 
Mr. BOREN. Is the Senator aware of 

the fact that the Senator from Ken
tucky expands the number of can
didates eligible for 50 percent discount 
broadcast time because he allows it not 
only to those candidates who accept 
the spending limits but to those who do 
not, and the distinguished minority 
leader would go further in his proposal 
and allow free time as opposed to 50 
percent discount time? 

Mr. GRAMM. The amendment before 
us deals with taxpayer funding. 

Mr. BOREN. It does strike the lan
guage, as I understand it, from the bill 
which limits the 50 percent discounted 
time only to candidates that accept 
spending limits. As I understand it, it 
leaves the 50-percent discount given by 
the broadcaster to all candidates; is 
that not correct? 

Mr. McCONNELL. That is certainly 
not the intent. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, let me 
say I do not have a dog in that particu
lar fight. The distinguished Senator 
from Kentucky is perfectly capable of 
responding to this issue. Let me let 
him do that in a separate forum. The 
point I want to make is--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 
Senator will withhold, the time origi
nally allocated to the Senator from 
Texas has expired. 

Mr. GRAMM. I ask for 4 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I yield the Senator 
from Texas 4 additional minutes. 

Mr. GRAMM. The point I want to 
make is that when we are forcing 
broadcasters to give away time, or to 
give discounts to politicians, that is 
adding to the demand for advertising 
space and time. That is driving up the 

cost of operating the American econ
omy. 

The point I want to make is that that 
is not free. Whatever various amend
ments do, I do not think that is a good 
idea. I submit that broadcasters would 
be here complaining about it except 
they are probably concerned about 
making all the politicians angry. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. GRAMM. I do not yield at this 
time because I want to go on and make 
my main point. 

My point is pretty clear. I do not 
think broadcasters ought to have to 
give politicians special rates because 
we have the power to seize their prop
erty, or take their license, or to other
wise limit their ability to make a liv
ing. 

Now, Mr. President, the final point I 
want to address is the most curious 
proposal of all because it uses the term 
"spending limit," but when you look at 
it very closely it is about as undemo
cratic as it can be. 

Mr. President, we have decided in the 
past, in the name of campaign reform, 
to limit the ability of all individuals to 
contribute to campaigns. We made a 
decision-! say we. The Congress made 
a decision-to limit the ability of any 
individual in a primary or general elec
tion to give more than $1,000. You 
could argue that we did that to limit 
the amount of speech that rich people 
could have and to produce a more level 
playing surface. 

But the proposal here is not to limit 
what individuals could give. In fact, I 
think you could make an intellectual 
argumen~it is not one with which I 
think I would agree, although I would 
be willing to listen to i~that we 
ought to lower it from $1,000 to $500, or 
$1,000 to $250, or $1,000 to $100, or $1,000 
to $10. We could limit the ability of any 
individual to give more than $10. I 
think you can perhaps have an argu
ment for that. I doubt it would hold 
water, but you could make it. 

Mr. President, that is not the argu
ment that is being made. The argu
ment being made is that we ought to 
limit the ability of people to partici
pate in the political process by setting 
out an arbitrary number, a certain 
amount in dollars. That means that if 
an individual has already obtained that 
maximum in contributions and then 
Sarah down the street or Pastor Brown 
up the road comes in and says, I want 
to contribute $10 to your campaign you 
have to say, wait a minute, you should 
have been here yesterday because the 
law says you cannot speak in this cam
paign because you were late getting 
through the gate. 

Mr. President, at a time when people 
are not voting, when people are not in
volved, why should we pass a law that 
says, if somebody wants to contribute 
$10 to a campaign, they cannot do it? 
We could limit the ability of any indi-

vidual to have more than a certain 
amount of impact, but what possible 
logic could there be in limiting the 
number of people that can be involved? 

Mr. President, it would seem that 
there is only one possible logic; that is, 
the proponents of this bill do not want 
people involved. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. GRAMM. I ask for 2 additional 
minutes. This will be the final 2 min
utes. 

The only thing I can conclude, Mr. 
President, cynical though the conclu
sion may be, is that the proponents of 
this bill do not like political involve
ment. They simply want to say people 
that have lots of money can give only 
$1,000. But if a whole bunch of people 
want to contribute in small amounts, 
you reach a point where you must say 
to anybody that comes in and wants to 
contribute $10, wants to have their say 
in the political process, you must tell 
them no. 

Mr. President, I do not think that 
makes any sense. I do not think that is 
the democratic way. If you want to 
limit contributions, limit the amount 
any individual can give, but do not 
limit the number of people that can 
give. 

So, Mr. President, I think it is very 
imJ)OrtaRt tliat we go 6!1 re<:ortl tem·or
row-and I am delighted we are going 
to have the vote--saying two things: 
One, we are opposed to any shape, 
form, or fashion to limiting the ability 
of any individual to contribute what
ever they want to contribute within 
the law, and the candidate who is the 
beneficiary to spend it. If we want to 
lower the amount that any individual 
can give, that is a different issue. But 
there is no reason on Earth we ought to 
limit the ability of people to be in
volved. 

Second, we need to say very clearly 
no taxpayer funding of elections. 

I yield the floor. 
AMENDMENT NO. 252 AS MODIFIED 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, the 
distinguished manager of the bill, on 
the other side, suggested that my 
amendment might have had some im
pact on broadcasting. In order to make 
certain that is not the case, I send a 
modification of my amendment to the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the modification? 

Without objection, the amendment is 
so modified. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, could the 
modification be stated? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the modification. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Kentucky, [Mr. McCON

NELL] for himself, and Mr. NICKLES, proposes 
an amendment numbered 252, as modified. 

Strike section 101. 
Strike subsection (d) of section 102. 
Strike section 103. 
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Strike subsection (b) of section 103. 
Strike section 104. 
Strike section 105. 

· On page 47, beginning with line 17, strike 
all through page 50, line 3. 

On page 50, line 4, strike " (b)" and insert 
"SEC. 304A(a)". 

On page 52, line 8, strike "(c)" and insert 
" (b)". 

On page 53, line 1, strike "(d)" and insert 
"(c)" . 

On page 54, line 6, strike " (f)" and insert 
" (e)". 

On page 54, line 16, strike "(g)" and insert 
"(f)". 

On page 61, strike lines 5 through 13. 
On page 61, lines 16 and 17, strike " and sub

section (c) or (d)". 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, this 
amendment is designed to deal only 
with the question of public funding, 
taxpayer funding, of elections and 
spending limits, and I hope the modi
fication will make that clear. 

Mr. President, I yield 3 minutes to 
the distinguished Senator from Mis
sissippi. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, this 
so-called reform measure proposed by 
the authors of S. 3 is centered on two 
old ideas: One is taxpayer financing of 
elections; the other limits on campaign 
spending. No matter how well-inten
tioned these ideas are, they are bad 
ideas. I do not believe that a majority 
of this Senate will vote themselves a 
campaign contribution from the Public 
Treasury. 

We have passed a great many entitle
ment programs here in Washington, 
but I do not think we are ready to pass 
an entitlement program for politicians. 
This Senator is not going to vote for it. 

Spending limits, the other plan, in 
the Democrats plan, may have a broad
er appeal, but it is greased. It is a 
greased plan to guarantee a permanent 
Democratic majority in the Senate. 

The Supreme Court, first of all, says 
that spending limits are like free 
speech. They are political expressions 
and as such are protected by the first 
amendment. To be constitutional, 
spending limits must be voluntary. 

Looking at the provisions of this bill, 
it is obvious that the limits in S. 3 are 
not voluntary. Candidates who refuse 
the limits are punished by a provision 
that can send hundreds of thousands of 
dollars, maybe even millions of dollars, 
of taxpayer money to their opponents. 

So, as such, spending limits in S. 3 
are limits on free speech, violations of 
the first amendment, and if passed, will 
almost certainly be found unconstitu
tional. 

Why do I say it would guarantee a 
perpetual Democratic majority? If you 
look at the average campaign spending 
in the last cycle, Mr. President, you 
will see that the average incumbent in 
1990 elections spent $3.4 million or $3.54 
million. The average limit proposed in 
S. 3, interestingly enough, is $3.674 mil
lion. It just happens to slightly exceed 
the average amount that the incum
bents are now spending. But what 

about the challengers? The 1990 chal
lenger spending was $1.76 million. 

The fact of the matter is the per can
didate expenditure by incumbents is 
still going to remain very high and 
that by challengers exceedingly low. 
No challenger can expect to be an in
cumbent under these limits. So I think 
we ought to realize what we are being 
asked to approve, Mr. President. I hope 
the Senate will reject S. 3. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
want to thank my friend from Mis
sissippi for his leadership on this issue 
over the years. I thank him for being 
here tonight to participate in this de
bate. 

Mr. President, 2 months ago, the 
Chairman of the Federal Election Com
mission testified before the Rules Com
mittee that the vast majority of the 
American people chose not to designate 
$1 of taxes they already owe to go to 
the Presidential election campaign 
fund. Four elections and $500 million 
later, the fund is nearly bankrupt. 

Two months ago, several nonpartisan 
and highly knowledgeable witnesses 
testified before the Rules Committee 
that the Presidential system of spend
ing limits, which is the bad joke 
propped up by the public financing 
fund, simply does not work. 

We have, Mr. President, in the cur
rent Presidential system an expensive, 
bad joke that Americans do not choose 
to support with taxes they already owe. 
'rhis is not an add on, Mr. President. 
These are taxes they already owe. 

Today, we have before the Senate a 
bill, S. 3, that would impose this deba
cle on the Senate. The ultimate goal of 
proponents is to replicate the Presi
dential system and have it apply to the 
House as well-535 races, thousands of 
candidates, more lawyers, more ac
countants, and more auditors. 

To be fair, S. 3 is not exactly like the 
Presidential system of limits. Yet, like 
that system, S. 3 would be expensive 
and like that system, S. 3 will not 
work. 

What distinguishes S. 3 from the 
Presidential system is that S. 3 is al
ready clearly unconstitutional. So, 
with S. 3, taxpayers not only would pay 
for a bad joke, but they would pay for 
an assault on the first amendment to 
the Constitution as well. One does not 
have to be a scholar, a lawyer, or a 
constitutional genius to figure out that 
the American taxpayers are not eager 
to pay for our campaigns. Eighty per
cent of the taxpayers are already not 
checking off a dollar from taxes they 
already owe to go to the Presidential 
candidates nor are they clamoring to 
pay for our Senate campaigns. Yet, S. 
3 would cost the taxpayers hundreds of 
millions of dollars. 

I have heard it said that regardless of 
what the nonpartisan experts, the 
scholars, say, our constituents say dif
ferently, that they wantS. 3. 

Mr. President, my constituents have 
rejected the Presidential system. Only 
18 percent of Kentuckians check off to 
allocate a dollar from taxes they al
ready owe. Eighty-two percent of Ken
tuckians do not choose to support the 
Presidential system with $1 from taxes 
they already owe. 

Mr. President, that is not a poll. 
That is reality. That is a head count, 
taxpayer by taxpayer. 

I put my ear to the blue grass, and I 
do not hear any Kentuckians saying 
they want to pay for our campaigns. 
They are screaming out that they do 
not want their tax dollars to pay for 
anybody's campaign, not even the 
President's. Clearly, S. 3 is out of step 
with the American people; it is out of 
step with Kentucky; it is also out of 
step with California, Oklahoma, New 
York, Florida, Hawaii and, yes, I would 
suspect even West Virginia. 

In order to help this bill better con
form with the desires and interests of 
American taxpayers, I am offering an 
amendment to strip all the taxpayer fi
nancing provisions. This amendment 
eliminates the taxpayer-funded broad
cast vouchers, which I typically refer 
to as food stamps for politicians; it 
eliminates the taxpayer-funded pen
alties which kick in if one's opponent 
decides to speak too much; eliminates 
the taxpayer-funded payments to coun
teract independent expenditures; and it 
eliminates the taxpayer-funded pref
erential mail discounts for eligible can
didates. 

What this amendment says, in sum, 
is that we are not going to fleece the 
taxpayers to pay for our campaigns at 
a time when the budget deficit contin
ues to grow, taxes continue to increase, 
the bill for Desert Storm must be paid, 
and the recessionary economy is cut
ting into private paychecks. 

To makeS. 3 better conform with the 
interests of challengers, the public, and 
the nonpartisan educated views of 
scholars, this amendment would also 
strip out its spending limit provision. 
To put it another way, it would elimi
nate the provision that seeks to put a 
cap on how many people can partici
pate in American political races for the 
Senate. 

What makes the taxpayer financing 
provisions of S. 3 so incredibly offen
sive is that they are a prop up of a 
fraud: spending limits. Virtually every 
reputable scholar who has studied the 
issue believes spending limits are bad 
policy, they do not work, and their in
tended effect is antidemocratic. 

Mr. President, I have a list of those 
scholars. The junior Senator from Min
nesota and I were discussing this issue 
of the scholars, he having come to the 
Senate off a campus recently. I think it 
is important to point out, as I have in 
the past, that there may be one out 
there somewhere-maybe it is the jun
ior Senator from Minnesota-but I 
have been unable to find any well-
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known scholars anywhere in the coun
try in favor of spending limits. 

I would say most of them-and I have 
not looked at their registration-are 
liberal Democrats. Some of them even 
favor some public funding by way as a 
floor, not a ceiling. But they are all 
against spending limits. Some of them 
may have been in favor of them back in 
the 1970's, until they had a chance to 
observe the Presidential system over 
the last 15 years. So the experts have 
spoken, Mr. President. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
list of experts be printed in the RECORD 
at this point. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

SCHOLARS AGAINST SPENDING LIMITS 

Herbert Alexander-Professor, University 
of Southern California. Director, Citizens' 
Research Foundation. Director, President 
Kennedy's Commission on Campaign Costs. 

Christopher Arterton-Dean, Graduate 
School of Political Management, New York. 
Chair, Campaign Finance Study Group, John 
F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard 
University. Assoc. Professor of Political 
Science, Yale University. Member, Presi
dential Nomination and Party Structure of 
the National Democratic Party. 

John Bibby-Professor of Political 
Science, University of Wisconsin. 

Joel Fleischman-Vice Chancellor, Duke 
University. Chair, Department of Public Pol
icy Studies, Duke University. Member, Com
mittee on Election Reform and Voter Par
ticipation, American Bar Association. 

Joel Gora-Associate Professor, Brooklyn 
Law School. Assistant Legal Director, Amer
ican Civil Liberties Union. Winning Counsel, 
Buckley v. Valeo (1976). 

Gary Jacobsen-Associate Professor, Uni
versity of California, San Diego. 

Xandra Kayden-Research Associate, John 
F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard 
University. Director, Women's Advisory 
Council, McGovern-Shriver Campaign. 

Susan King-Assistant to the Commis
sioner, Federal Election Commission. Chair, 
U. S. Consumer Product Safety Commission 
under President Carter. 

Michael Malbin-Assistant Director, House 
Republican Conference Committee. Resident 
Scholar, American Enterprise Institute. Edi
tor and Co-author, "Money and Politics in 
the United States." 

Nicholas T. Mitropoulos-Assistant Direc
tor, Institute of Politics, Harvard Univer
sity. Senior campaign staffer for George 
McGovern, Jimmy Carter and Charles Robb. 

Jonathan Moore-Director, Institute of 
Politics, Harvard University. 

Richard Neustadt-Lucius N. Littauer Pro
fessor, Harvard University. Founding Direc
tor, Institute of Politics, Harvard Univer
sity. Consultant to President Truman, Ken
nedy, and Johnson. Chair, Platform Commit
tee, 1972 Democratic National Convention. 

Gary Orren-Professor, Institute of Poli
tics, Harvard University. Member, Demo
cratic Commission on Presidential Nomina
tions. Director, Polling and Survey Re
search, Kennedy for President Committee, 
1980. 

Norman Ornstein-Resident Scholar, 
American Enterprise Institute. 

Nelson Polsby-Professor, University of 
California, Berkeley. 

Austin Rammey-Professor, University of 
California, Berkeley. 
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Larry Sabato-Associate Professor of Gov
ernment, University of Virginia. 

Richard Scammon-Professor, American 
University. 

Frank Sorauf-Professor, University of 
Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. McCONNELL. Not right now. 
Michael Malbin, one of the scholars I 

mentioned from the Rockefeller Insti
tute, says, and I think this is really the 
critical point when it comes to spend
ing limits: 

In every Presidential election since public 
funding, spending has gone up, with more 
and more of the money going off the books 
and underground. If people care enough 
about an election, they will look for ways to 
get involved. If they are big and well orga
nized and cannot contribute directly, then 
they will look at independent expenditures, 
or delegate committees, or registration, and 
get-out-the-vote, or communicating with 
members, or buying issue ads that publicize 
the position of an incumbent, without di
rectly advocating election or defeat. Or doz
ens of other devices, some of which have not 
even been thought up. 

Off-the-book activities like these have be
come more prominent in every election since 
1976. 

This is Presidential elections we are 
talking about, Mr. President. 

Some of them can be regulated, but there 
is no way they can all be eliminated without 
running roughshod over the first amend
ment. 

More important, many of these devices 
favor the well organized and the powerful 
over smaller participants. What the limits 
seem to be doing, in other words, is encour
aging the powerful to engage in subterfuge 
and legal gamesmanship. It is giving them 
an incentive to increase their influence in 
ways that are poorly disclosed. As a cure for 
cynicism or corruption, this seems bizarre. 

Michael Mablin said that. 
What is really bizarre is forcing tax

payers to pay for proven disaster. This 
bill is the S.S Titanic II of campaign fi
nance reform. The Presidential system 
of taxpayer financing and spending 
limits has already sunk. That disaster 
has already occurred. 

Members who do not want to launch 
another disaster will vote for the 
McConnell amendment. 

Mr. President, taxpayers do not want 
ot pay for David Duke to favor a racist 
agenda. They do not want to pay for 
Lyndon LaRouche to favor his agenda, 
and tax dollars to pay for furthering 
anybody's agenda. 

It is time we furthered the taxpayers' 
agenda. Tax Freedom Day 1991 was just 
on May 8. Americans, on average, will 
have to turn over every penny of their 
paychecks for the first 5 months and 8 
days of this year to cover the state and 
local Federal tax bill. Only on May 8 
did they begin to get to the point 
where they can put it in their own 
pockets. They had to work from the be
ginning of the year to May 8 to pay all 
the Government obligations. There are 
a lot of us who think that is obscene, 

and so is a bill that makes them pay 
for our campaigns. 

I urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to support this amendment. 
This is a critical amendment. This is 
one that really matters. This is the one 
that really separates the Senate philo
sophically. 

Do we want to put a limit on how 
many people can participate in the 
American political process? The Su
preme Court said you cannot do that. 
And this bill seeks to do it in ways 
that penalize those who would speak 
too much. 

And second, do we want to start an
other entitlement program for us? I 
wonder how many people who have 
served in the Senate have ever abol
ished any program outside of the De
fense Department. We ought to be 
thinking about that as debate goes 
along: Is there anything we are willing 
to give up outside the Defense Depart
ment? 

I know plenty of people like to give 
up a lot of what they do in the Defense 
Department. Have we ever abolished a 
program? I think maybe one, since I 
have been here: Federal revenue shar
ing. If we cannot stop anything, at 
least we cannot start something new, 
something new that will grow and grow 
and grow, because once we get our 
hands in those cookie jars, there will 
be no end to it and the subsidy will get 
bigger and bigger and bigger. 

There are 1,183 Federal assistance 
programs on the books now, operated 
through 52 Federal agencies. We are 
spending $687 billion in fiscal 1992 for 
entitlements. There are at least 20 
major entitlement programs on the 
books already. Do we want to start one 
more? 

Do we really want to start one more 
for us, so we do not have to go out and 
ask anybody for financial contribu
tions, bearing in mind the contribution 
limit is pretty low? That $1,000 limit 
that was set up in the mid-1970's is 
worth about 450 bucks in today's dol
lars. Let us see how many of those peo
ple can get involved in our campaigns 
and participate in the American politi
cal process, and send the taxpayers the 
bill? Is that what we want to do, Mr. 
President? 

Let us just put it this way, Mr. Presi
dent. I am totally confident that an 
overwhelming majority of the voters in 
each of our States, if confronted with 
this issue and an accurate description 
of what we seek to do, would be over
whelmingly opposed to it. This is going 
to be a big issue in next year's election. 
The American people deserve to have 
this issue discussed in the political 
arena. 

The issue of campaign finance re
form, in general, is an issue that makes 
eyes glaze over, even in this body. It 
hardly has made a difference. As a mat
ter of fact, I cannot think of a single 
race in which how a person voted on 
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this kind of issue in the past has made 
a difference. I suspect not a one. 

But this amendment crystallizes the 
issue, this issue, sums it up in a way 
that voters can understand and appre
ciate and grasp. It is quite simple: 
There has to be money in politics be
cause that is how you communicate 
with the voters in the communication 
age. The question is, Who is it going to 
come from? Is it going to come out of 
the Treasury? Or is it going to come 
from individuals, as many of them who 
want to participate, provided their par
ticipation is limited and fully dis
closed? That is the issue. I suspect it 
will be a major issue in the election in 
1992. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. McCONNELL. I am happy to 
yield, if the Senator will use his time. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I think the distin
guished Senator from Minnesota was 
next in speaking. 

Mr. BOREN addressed the Chair. 
· The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Oklahoma has the floor. 
Mr. BOREN. I yield at this time to 

the Senator from Minnesota, who has 
been waiting some time, as much time 
as he might desire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, let 
me rise to present a different perspec
tive from that of the McConnell 
amendment. We have had a great deal 
of discussion over the last half hour 
about the extent to which people have 
become disengaged from politics, dis
engaged from the system that cur
rently exists. I would like to speak to 
that issue through some personal expe
riences. 

Mr. President, I was just elected in 
November, and sworn in January. I 
have never taken part in a debate 
about campaign reform. But I can tell 
you that there is no issue that I care 
more deeply about politically, profes
sionally, and personally, than the role 
of money in politics. The way in which 
money has come to dominate politics 
in our country is the ethical issue of 
our time. 

Mr. President, I am talking about a 
corruption that is far more serious 
than the wrongdoing of an individual 
office holder. I am talking about a sys
temic corruption that comes from a 
huge imbalance between the vast ma
jority of people and those few who have 
the financial wherewithal to count 
more. 

We have moved dangerously far away 
from a central principle of democracy, 
which is that each person counts as 
one, and no more than one. And, what 
I would argue, is that unless we begin 
to do something about this money 

chase, and unless we do something to 
limit all the money that goes into the 
Senate races and House races, then we 
will not have dealt with the most im
portant issue before us as a people. 

I knew when I started out campaign
ing 2 years ago; I had a gut feeling. 

My gut feeling was that we needed to 
make money the issue in our cam
paign. So when I decided to run for the 
U.S. Senate, I said I would do it a dif
ferent way: I would raise $5 and $10 
contributions. And my goal was not to 
turn politics upside down; it is already 
upside down-my goal was to turn poli
tics right side up. 

I do not believe that those who op
pose some limitations on spending 
along with some incentives understand 
the extent to which politics right now 
needs to be turned right side up; where 
once and for all, people in a democracy 
count again, as opposed to money hav
ing such impact on our elections. 

So the green bus was a symbol. It was 
a symbol of all that was not sleek, of 
all that was not big money. But from 
the very beginning, my candidacy en
countered imposing obstacles, impos
ing barriers. 

When I campaigned for the endorse
ment of my party, the Democratic 
Farmer Labor Party, people said to 
me-it is not uncommon; it happens to 
Democrats and Republicans and others 
all the time--we agree with you on is
sues, but we do not think you are elect
able. There was no discussion about 
content of character; there was no dis
cussion about leadership; there was no 
discussion about vision; there was no 
discussion about issues. All the discus
sion had to do with whether or not I 
could raise millions of dollars to be 
elected to the U.S. Senate. 

That is some commentary on our 
country; the millions of dollars that 
people have to raise now in order to be 
viable candidates for the U.S. Senate is 
a sad commentary. It is like saying 
you cannot raise the money; therefore, 
you cannot win. 

We struggled, and we won the en
dorsement. After getting the Demo
cratic endorsement, I hoped maybe we 
had put the issue to rest. Unfortu
nately, we had not. When I came to 
Washington, DC, as a candidate I met 
the gatekeepers. Those who very early 
on decide whether or not you as a can
didate will be able to get the money. 
These are the people with the purse 
strings. These are the people who have 
the big money. 

They are not your next-door neigh
bors. Who is kidding whom? We know 
where the money comes from. And 
money talks, as it so often is said in 
politics, then early money screams. 
And that is usually the big money. And 
so the chase begins. 

But there was very little interest in 
our campaign. Every time I asked peo
ple to consider supporting me, the an-

swer that I would get was: Will you be 
able to raise millions of dollars? 

Since when did that become a quali
fication for running for the U.S. Sen
ate? We have to do something about 
these huge amounts of money that go 
into these campaigns. It has become 
absolutely obscene. 

To me, the translation of that ques
tion was: Will people with a lot of 
money and some of the political action 
committees be willing to give you the 
cash? Are you connected with the 
heavy hitters? Do you know the play
ers? Can you raise all the money? 

That is the definition of whether or 
not you were a viable candidate. 

The answer I tried to give was, "No. 
I am not wealthy myself. I don' t have 
millions of dollars. But we'll have a 
grassroots campaign. We will go to 
cafes everywhere. I will not spend my 
time raising big money, but I will try 
to raise big issues, I will try to go di
rectly to people in the best sense of 
what a democracy is all about." 

I could see the eyes glaze over. In 
every one of those meetings that I had, 
what was said to me was, "Thanks for 
coming. Keep us posted. Good-bye. See 
you later." No interest in issues. I can
not even remember a conversation that 
I had here in Washington and in some 
parts of the country that dealt with my 
positions on issues. 

And the media perpetuates this 
cycle. The media repeatedly judges 
candidate viability by fundraising abil
ity. The pundits buy into it and the 
conventional wisdom is-and what a 
sad commentary this is for a democ
racy-that success comes from money. 

That is what S. 3 is about. That is 
what public financing is about and that 
is what another proposal that I hope 
the junior Senator from Massachusetts 
will introduce along with Senator 
BRADLEY and Senator BIDEN is about. 
It is an effort to get some handle on 
this and to try to have some kind of 
even playing field. 

As my campaign progressed, I saw 
my dream fade. In the framework of 
the current system it was unrealistic. 
We had our spaghetti dinners. We went 
to cafes. It was a grassroots campaign. 
But too much time was spent on the 
phone raising money. 

I cannot say to you tonight, Mr. 
President, that I was successful, but I 
can tell you one thing. I hated being on 
that phone raising money. It is degrad
ing. It is like begging. It keeps a lot of 
good people out of politics, people who 
will not run in the first place because 
of this money chase. 

It also has a demoralizing effect on 
our communities. I have heard the Sen
ator from Kentucky, the Senator from 
Texas, the Senator from Oklahoma 
talking about low rates of participa
tion in politics. Well, part of the reason 
for that is that people have decided 
that the system is out of control. It is 
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not their game any longer. It is now all 
big bucks. 

When I speak to young people in 
communities in Minnesota-and I 
imagine my colleagues hear the same 
thing-! say to them at the beginning, 
take out a piece of paper. And they do. 
And then I say to them, "I am going to 
mention the word 'politics.' Please 
write down what comes to your mind." 
And they do. They write down big 
money, fake, phony promises that are 
not kept, so on and so forth. It does not 
matter what kind of school, urban or 
rural, suburban; it makes no dif
ference-they all say the same thing. 
And I believe they are reflecting the 
views of their parents. 

I tell them politics does not have to 
be that way. All of us on both side of 
the aisles agree to that: That politics 
does not have to be about big money. 
That it can be about improvement of 
lives, about less economic suffering, 
about making this a better world. I 
honestly believe that and I am not 
ashamed of mentioning it or saying it 
on the floor of the U.S. Senate. I do not 
think that any of us would be. We be
lieve that and that is why we are here. 

But I will tell you something; it is 
very difficult to make that case given 
the way we now conduct finance cam
paigns. There is a deep sense of skep
ticism about politics and politicians in 
our country, and the people feel that 
this Capitol, that the U.S. Senate and 
the U.S. House of Representatives, does 
not belong to them; it belongs to peo
ple with big bucks. 

Let me repeat that. Let us be honest 
about it. If we want to talk about low 
levels of participation and we want to 
talk about what people are saying back 
in cafes and at the grassroots, we can 
say that people do not believe any 
longer that this Capitol, the Senate or 
the House, belongs to them. They 
think it belongs to people with big 
bucks. They do not think that we any 
longer have a system where each per
son counts as one, and no more than 
one. They do not think that democracy 
is really functioning in our country. 
And that is not just a perception. I 
have heard that word over and over 
again in the debates. It is not just peo
ple. They are right and that is a re
ality. 

I tell my story because I think in my 
story lies a larger story of what is hap
pening in American poltiics today. 
Money determines political viability, 
determines who gets to run in the first 
place. And that is wrong. If money 
talks, early money screams, and those 
who have the big money become the 
gatekeepers in the electoral process, 
and that is wrong. I find it unbeliev
able that a few well-connected people 
can have so much say and so much 
power. That is wrong. That is a dis
grace. 

Money has given an overwhelming 
advantage to incumbents. We do not 

have competitive elections in our coun
try. Look at the Senate races in 1990. 
One challenger won of all the Senate 
races. Now, maybe all of us would like 

· to think that we all won because truth, 
beauty, and justice triumphed. Because 
we were more intelligent, more human, 
whatever. That is not true. We do not 
have competitive elections. Money 
gives the overwhelming advantage to 
the incumbent, and that is wrong. 

The money chase makes it hard for 
people to be effective legislators. I can 
see it in the faces of my colleagues who 
are now in their last 2-year cycle. You 
can see it. People are exhausted. Peo
ple cannot stay Thursday evening; they 
have to leave, exhausted from making 
phone calls in the evening, exhausted 
from traveling all across the country. 
The money chase goes on. It is dif
ficult, no matter how committed a leg
islator you are, to be a really effective 
legislator given this outrageous way 
that we finance our campaigns today. 

Money all too often determines the 
issue agenda, what is talked about, 
what is introduced. And that is wrong. 
And money determines who legislators 
all too often are acountable to: Cash 
constituencies, not real constituencies. 
Let me repeat that: Cash constitu
encies, not real constituencies. And 
that is wrong. 

And, finally, money determines elec
tion outcomes, and t.hat is what is real
ly wrong. The relationship between 
money and politics has become the eth
ical issue of our time. We no longer 
have a democracy that is really func
tioning the way it should. The prin
ciple that each person counts as one 
and no more than one has been vio
lated. The system is badly broken and 
it needs to be fixed. 

When we talk about campaign re
form, Mr. President, I think it is quite 
clear what we need to do. Much good 
work has been done on the legislation 
that we are considering. I am support
ing both S. 3 and S. 128, the substitute 
that I hope will be introduced. 

Both of these bills move in the right 
direction. I am pleased to support them 
as important steps forward. But I wish 
we could go further. Of the two, I like 
S. 128 because it assures more of a level 
playing field by providing public fi
nancing as a benefit for eligible can
didates in the general election period. 
We have talked about public financing. 
S. 3 talks more about benefits, not pub
lic financing. But I want to talk about 
public financing for a moment since 
that has come up over and over again. 

Mr. President, I do not understand 
the opposition to public financing for 
Senate elections. Opponents of public 
financing argue that the people do not 
want it. They argue that people will 
not accept it. Well, if you frame public 
financing as "food stamps for politi
cians" then, of course, people will be 
skeptical. I understand why Senators 
frame public financing that way. That 

is politics. But what we have today
and it seems to me that the opponents 
of S. 3 and the opponents of S. 128, if it 
is introduced, have forgotten this
what we have today is checkbook elec
tions, auction-block democracy, and 
Government going to the highest bid
der. 

If you ask people whether they would 
be willing to spend $5 or $10-I have not 
costed it out-to reclaim their Govern
ment, then I think the response would 
be an overwhelming yes. That is the 
issue: What can we do by way of limit
ing expenditures or what can we do by 
way of public financing or what can we 
do by some level of benefits to make 
sure that people can reclaim their own 
Government. 

That, I think, is the real issue. And 
when we define the issue that way, 
which is exactly the way the issue 
should be defined, people overwhelm
ingly want to see change. 

In his book "Sleepwalking Through 
History," Haynes Johnson gives us the 
following vignette: 

In Midland, Texas, entrepreneurs in the 
Nation's oil production capital, gathered at 
the Holiday Inn to celebrate Reagan's inau
gural. On a buffet table * * * they placed a 
cutout of the Capitol dome in Washington. 
On it was one word: "Ours." 

The people of America know that the 
Government no longer belongs to them. 
That is the issue. We need public fi
nancing so that average citizens can 
say to themselves, "The Capitol of the 
United States of America belongs to 
us." 

Let me repeat it. The people of Amer
ica do not believe that this Govern
ment belongs to them any longer. Peo
ple do not feel they control their own 
politics or their own Government. And 
we need changes, whether it be S. 3 or 
whether it be moving toward a system 
of public financing so that average citi
zens can say to themselves the Capitol 
of the United States of America be
longs to all of us. 

There are some small and some large 
problems that remain unanswered. But 
S. 3 and S. 128 are important steps in 
the right direction-in the direction 
people want us to take. 

I do not understand why in both bills, 
candidates are allowed to contribute 
$250,000 to their own campaigns. This, 
to me, is way out of line with what 
most Americans can afford. I will be of
fering an amendment to lower this 
amount to ensure that people who do 
not have the wealth, or a high income, 
do not have any. inherent disadvantage 
when it comes to running for the U.S. 
Senate. 

Let me point out in Presidential 
races, in exchange for benefits, can
didates agree to a $50,000 limit. Why we 
would allow candidates to spend five 
times more for a Senate race in one 
State than we allow a candidate to 
spend for a national race for President 
of the United States is beyond me. 
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That is not the only problem. Even 

under S. 128, though I think it is an im
portant and critical step in the right 
direction, there will still be gate
keepers during the primary period. The 
point is, by the time general elections 
come around, you have two candidates. 
There are a lot of women and men who 
are eligible to run for office but now 
you have narrowed it down to two can
didates. All the arguments that are 
compelling about why we should have a 
level playing field, and about how we 
have to deal with the whole way in 
which money has undercut politics in a 
general election, apply to the primary 
as well, in just as compelling a fashion. 
We have not yet taken the step to deal 
with the primary but I hope sometime 
we will and I believe that we have to. 

I would like to share some work I 
have been doing in a project over the 
last few months with some really tal
ented people who have been thinking 
hard about how we can change the way 
we finance Senate elections: Phil 
Stern, Randy Keehler, Ellen Miller, 
Marty J ezer, and Ben Centuria. To
gether we have tried to think about a 
way in which we could extend public fi
nancing to cover the primary as well as 
the general election. It is not an easy 
challenge. It is difficult to figure out 
exactly what the mechanisms are for 
making that concept operational. 

I do not have all the answers today, 
but I believe it is an effort that abso
lutely should be undertaken. I think it 
is critical that the U.S. Senate pass a 
major campaign reform bill now. I do 
not believe it will be the end. I think it 
will only be the beginning. But I do 
think it is critically important that we 
pass campaign reform legislation now. 

This is an interesting test case. The 
people outside of the Senate and the 
House, the people who live in the coun
try, want the change, but they do not 
have the power. And too many people, 
I am afraid, in the U.S. Senate-or at 
least some Senators-have the power 
but they do not want the change. That 
is the point we are at right now. Wen
dell Phillips, way back when-probably 
in the 1850's or 1840's-the great aboli
tionist-was giving a speech. He was 
talking about slavery. He wanted to 
abolish slavery. He finished his speech 
and a good friend came up to him and 
said: "Wendell, why are you so on 
fire?'' 

And Wendell Phillips looked at his 
friend and he said, "Brother May, I am 
on fire because we have mountains of 
ice before us to melt." 

Today we have some mountains of ice 
before us to melt. Of course there will 
be opposition, but I believe that S. 3 
and S. 128 are historically important 
reforms. I believe the U.S. Senate will 
take the action. I believe we will pass 
a campaign reform bill. It will not be 
heaven on Earth but it will make it a 
better politics right here in this coun
try. It will be a wholer politics; it will 

be a more wholesome politics; and it 
will be a politics where individual peo
ple once again can feel empowered and 
not left out of the process. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Okla
homa. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 1 minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator may proceed. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, first of 
all I want to take this time to com
pliment my colleague from Minnesota 
for the remarks he has just delivered. 
He has spoken eloquently about the 
need to return the political process to 
the people. He has spoken about the 
alienation that our people feel when 
they no longer feel that this Capitol 
and this Government belongs to them. 
And he has talked about the need tore
store that sense of identity of the peo
ple with their own Government. 

There is no greater need in this coun
try than the need to restore that sense 
of ownership and proprietorship by the 
people themselves of their own Govern
ment. I want to compliment my col
league from Minnesota for his con
tribution to this debate and for the 
very eloquent remarks which he has 
just made. I hope all our colleagues 
will take them to heart and I hope the 
American people will seriously con
sider the message which he has given 
to us tonight. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Sen
ator from Oklahoma for his remarks. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I yield 10 
minutes to the Senator from New Jer
sey. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, par
liamentary inquiry? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator may state his point. 

Mr. WARNER. Earlier today when 
the majority leader addressed the Sen
ate on the manner in which the balance 
of time would be disposed I interjected 
and asked if I could have about 2 min-

. utes within which to introduce a bill 
that of course is not germane . to this 
subject. I am just wondering, from the 
floor managers, when would it be con
venient to have that 2 minutes. 

Mr. BOREN. From the point of view 
of this Senator, the Senator from New 
Jersey has been waiting. I would like 
him to be allowed his time at this 
point. Then, as far as this Senator is 
concerned, I would be happy, if the 
Senator from Kentucky is agreeable, to 
allow the Senator from Virginia to pro
ceed at that point with the time not 
being charged against either side in 
this debate. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank the managers 
and I thank my distinguished friend 
from New Jersey and I shall await the 
appropriate time. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Yes. 
The. PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Jersey is recognized for 
up to 10 minutes. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I also 
thank the Senator from Minnesota for 
his comments. I think what the Senate 
has heard in the last 25 minutes is a 
real cry from the heart and it is too in
frequent that this body in this Hall 
cries from the heart. 

I think he has spoken with not only 
a rich personal experience and strong 
set of personal values and dedication to 
the basic principles of our country, but 
I think he has spoken in a way that, 
certainly from my standpoint, has 
pierced the veil that frequently covers 
debate in the U.S. Senate. 

It was a cry from the heart and I sa
lute him for it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma
jority leader. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
commend the Senator from Minnesota 
for a powerful, eloquent, reasoned 
statement on the issue now before the 
Senate. This is an important issue. It 
deserves the attention of every Sen
ator, on whichever side each Senator 
comes down. 

But I think the Senator from Min
nesota has set the issue before the Sen
ate clearly, concisely, with great emo
tion and power in a way that I believe 
is extremely persuasive. I thank him 
for it, and thank him for his helpful 
statement, and I thank the Senator 
from New Jersey for yielding. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Sen
ator from Maine, .the majority leader, 
and also the Senator from New Jersey 
for those remarks. It means a great 
deal to me as a freshman Senator. 
Thank you. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, for 6 
years Democrats in this body have 
been trying to enact meaningful cam
paign finance reform. Frankly, our po
sition has not changed that much in 6 
years, whether we were the minority or 
the majority. 

Mr. President, spending limits have 
always been the cornerstone of the 
Democratic proposal. There are some 
restrictions on sources of money. As a 
matter of public record, spending lim
its have been the Democratic approach 
since 1974 when the Federal Election 
Campaign Act first passed. I mention 
this because there is a consistency in 
the Democratic approach to this issue 
which has frankly been lacking on the 
other side of the aisle throughout this 
process. 

Many of us have watched the evo
lution of the Republican position over 
the years. We have watched it with 
great interest. In 1985, when they con
trolled the Senate, their interest was 
in protecting the status quo, reason
ably believing the current system fa
vored incumbents and they had more 
incumbents. During the 100th Congress, 
they were staunch defenders of PAC's 
while they still believe PAC's would 
help Republicans more than Demo
crats. During the 101st Congress, in an 
abrupt about face, they proposed the 
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elimination of PAC's and talked about 
raising individual contribution limits 
because, obviously, they have more and 
wealthier donors. Now they want to 
limit out-of-State donations and a few 
other things. A cynic might conclude 
that the idea of reform on the other 
side is a sham in which only Repub
lican donors are allowed to contribute 
to Republican candidates. That is not 
my view, necessarily; a cynical view, 
but something is there. 

The only thing consistent about the 
Republican position has been their op
position to any real reform in the form 
of spending limits. And now they have 
added opposition to any form of public 
financing, which I believe is the other 
meaningful step to reform our current 
system. 

The reasoning offered is the public 
does not want public financing. Mr. 
President, I am sympathetic to the so
licitude for the American public on be
half of our colleagues in the Senate, 
but I can personally think of a lot of 
things the American public does not 
want us to spend money on if what we 
were spending money on were revealed 
to the American public in an intense 
way. 

For example, I suspect the American 
public would not spend more money 
subsidizing tobacco instead of spending 
more money on child immunizations. I 
suspect that the American public 
would not want tobacco companies to 
be able to deduct the cost of their ad
vertising and, thereby, increase tax 
burdens on the American public in
stead of taking that money and putting 
it into a Head Start Program or into a 
WIC Program. 

So, Mr. President, I think the idea 
that public financing is not a good idea 
because the American public does not 
want it, really has not been tested. I 
think if you take a look at the pro
posal on the other side, what they are 
really saying is if we do not have any 
spending limits, because that will be 
the effect of it, no spending limits, no 
public financing, then, Mr. President, 
no one in an election will ever focus on 
the fact that tobacco companies deduct 
their advertising expenses while at the 
same time they are hooking children 
on nicotine and imprisoning them to a 
life of being less than they could be. 

Why? Because with no limits, only 
the big will have more. There will be 
no means to make the point in a cam
paign. We will hear in campaign after 
campaign what we have heard on the 
floor tonight and throughout debates 
on campaign reform which is up is real
ly down; black is really white. 

It defies my imagination to hear 
some of the arguments that have been 
made on this floor tonight. This is a 
proposal, the Senator from Kentucky 
says, because we do not want public fi
nancing of elections, to which the Sen
ator from New Jersey responds, oh, 
really? 

Ronald Reagan, who is not Lyndon 
LaRouche, nor even David Duke, who 
were the two people who were men
tioned here, the public does not want 
to finance Lyndon LaRouche and David 
Duke. I agree, but if you take the 
amount of money that Lyndon 
LaRouche received and compare it to 
what a number of Republicans have re
ceived in public moneys, Ronald 
Reagan received $90.9 million for his 
1976, 1980, and 1984 Presidential cam
paigns. President Bush received $60 
million for his 1980 and 1988 Presi
dential campaigns. The distinguished 
Republican leader of this body, Senator 
DOLE, received $8.1 million for his 1980 
and 1988 Presidential campaign. The 
Republican Party has accepted $32.2 
million in public money to pay for con
ventions since 1976. 

So, Mr. President, to say that we do 
not think public money is appropriate 
defies the record. The record has been 
every Presidential candidate but one 
since 1976 has accepted the money and 
conventions have been financed by the 
money. But the argument that is being 
made is that is the Presidential elec
tion; we are talking about the Senate. 
Indeed, let us talk about the Senate. 

Earlier, the distinguished Senator 
from Oklahoma confirmed that Senate 
campaign committees, indeed, have a 
subsidized rate. The Postal Service as
sesses about $8 million as the cost of 
subsidized campaign mailings by the 
campaign committees of the Senate. 
So if the distinguished Senator from 
Kentucky really does not want public 
money in campaigns, then a part of his 
amendment should be to give up the 
subsidized mailings that now are avail
able to campaign committees and that 
are obviously used more by the Repub
lican Senate Campaign Committee 
than the Democratic Senate Campaign 
Committee, and that is why he might 
not want to give it up. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. BRADLEY. I will be pleased to 
yield to the Senator in hopes that he 
will be confirming my expectation that 
he was about to modify his amendment 
so that the campaign committees 
would no longer be subsidized. 

Mr. McCONNELL. If the Senator is 
groping for consistency, maybe I can 
get the Senator's support by eliminat
ing all public subsidies period, mail or 
any other kind of public subsidy, that 
may currently exist as well as the 
Presidential system. Then we will have 
no public subsidy at all. Will that bring 
the Senator on board? 

Mr. BRADLEY. What public subsidies 
was the Senator thinking of other than 
the subsidies for the campaign commit
tees? 

Mr. McCONNELL. The Presidential 
system, which is an enormous public 
subsidy. We will get to that later in the 
debate ultimately. 

But if consistency would bring the 
Senator on board, kind of decoupling 
politics from the Government in terms 
of financial support, that is a deal this 
Senator would be happy to make. 
Would that bring Senator BRADLEY on 
board? 

Mr. BRADLEY. I would say to the 
distinguished Senator from Kentucky 
that public financing would bring the 
Senator from New Jersey on board. The 
point I am making is that to puff one's 
chest out about how bad public financ
ing is while at the same time your 
campaign committee is raising money 
from subsidized public dollars is slight
ly inconsistent. 

My only purpose is not to try to 
broker a deal on the floor of the Senate 
for a package of which I have but one 
vote but simply to point out that there 
is an inconsistency in the argument 
that the other side makes about public 
financing. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Will the Senator 
yield for a further question since we 
are on the subject of inconsistency? 

Mr. BRADLEY. One might say thou 
doth protest too much. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. BRADLEY. Certainly. 
Mr. McCONNELL. On the subject of 

inconsistency, is the Senator familiar 
with the fact that in the one major 
race in America where we have spend
ing lirni ts, the Presidential system, 
spending went up 50 percent from 1984 
to 1988? 

Mr. BRADLEY. With the spending 
limits in the Presidential race, the 
money available for the Presidential 
race carne from individual Americans 
deciding-their choice-to contribute 
to a Presidential system. 

Mr. McCONNELL. In unaccounted 
and undisclosed--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from New Jersey has ex
pired. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I yield myself 5 more 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GRA
HAM). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. BRADLEY. The Senator from 
Kentucky makes an interesting point, 
focusing on the Presidential system, 
but of course the overall campaign fi
nance system, the overall system of fi
nance for elections is not simply indi
vidual contributions. It is also the hun
dreds and thousands and millions of 
dollars that flow into States in so
called sewer money. It is also inde
pendent expenditures. It is also PAC 
contributions. It is also the subsidized 
mailing rates of campaign committees 
of the Senate. And so you have to see 
it in its totality. 

Mr. McCONNELL. The Senator from 
Kentucky certainly does see it in its 
totality. The Senator from New Jersey 
left out labor union soft money. But if 
you add all of that up, the Presidential 
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system clearly has not restrained 
spending and presumably that is what 
S. 3 is about. 

The only point the Senator from 
Kentucky was going to make really by 
way of question is how the Senator 
from New Jersey felt that extending a 
system akin to the Presidential system 
to 535 additional races would control 
spending any more in the congressional 
system than it has in the Presidential 
system? 

Mr. BRADLEY. I think that in a 
matter of few days or hours the distin
guished Senator from Massachusetts 
and I and the distinguished Senator 
from Delaware, Mr. BIDEN, and the dis
tinguished Senator from Minnesota 
will be offering a system with limits, 
and that is my approach to the prob
lem. 

Mr. McCONNELL. My only question 
is, in what way does the Senator expect 
that might work since it clearly has 
not worked in the Presidential system 
to control spending? 

Mr. BRADLEY. I believe that it has 
worked in the Presidential system. I 
believe the American people have 
greater confidence in Presidential 
races because of the checkoff. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Even though 
spending has gone up 50 percent from 
1984 to 1988 in Presidential races, but in 
the congressional system where there 
are no spending limits spending went 
down 5 percent from 1986 to 1988 and 10 
percent from 1988 to 1990? 

Mr. BRADLEY. The point is con
fidence in the system. 

Mr. McCONNELL. It is not control
ling spending. The Senator has no ex
pectation that this will--

Mr. BRADLEY. I have my ideas 
about controlling spending of the Con
gress and we might begin with the de
ductibility of tobacco advertising. 
There are varieties of ways you can 
control spending. The issue is how you 
control campaign spending and what 
effect the control of that spending has 
on the confidence of the American peo
ple in their system of government. 

Mr. McCONNELL. It is a question of 
sort of consumer confidence rather 
than whether or not this is really going 
to control spending. I gather the Sen
ator from New Jersey thinks it will 
really control spending. 

Mr. BRADLEY. It is a question of 
how you can restore confidence in the 
system, in the electoral system of the 
States. 

Mr. McCONNELL. So we restore con
fidence by spending public dollars on a 
system that will not limit spending. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I personally believe 
that we restore confidence by having a 
voluntary decision made by individual 
taxpayers to have public financing on 
an individual basis as they choose and 
have overall spending limits. I believe 
that those are the cornerstones of real 
reform. I believe that is central to re
turning the system to the people of 

whom the distinguished Senator from 
Minnesota was so eloquently speaking. 

I might also point out that earlier 
there were references made to Pastor 
Jones or Aunt Millie who want tp give 
a dollar or $10 or $20. That is possible 
through a public finance system where 
you checkoff if you choose. That is not 
the kind of system we have now. 

The kind of system we have now, as 
reported by Citizen's Action Computer, 
showed fewer than 9,000 individuals 
contributed more than $95 million to 
the 1990 congressional campaigns. 
There were actually no more than 
179,677 large, over $200 donors to Fed
eral candidates-179,000 Americans. Out 
of nearly 240 million Americans, there 
were 179,000 Americans. 

So the present system we have is one 
that allows a very few number of peo
ple to contribute sizable amounts of 
dollars to the process. What I would 
like to do is to broaden that dramati
cally, allow them to checkoff on their 
income tax, if they choose, to contrib
ute to a campaign. If that amount does 
not equal the limits, then you do not 
give candidates any taxpayer dollars. 
They are forced to raise up to the 
limit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from New Jersey has ex
pired. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I see 
the distinguished Senator from Vir
ginia, who has patiently waited. He has 
graciously allowed us to extend our de
bate another 5 minutes, and so I am 
prepared to yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
was in· hopes that the Senator from 
New Jersey would stick around so we 
could continue the discussion further if 
he can. 

Mr. BRADLEY. If the distinguished 
Senator from Kentuckly wants to yield 
on his time and inconvenience the Sen
ator from Virginia, I am prepared to 
continue. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, the 
understanding was that the Senator 
from Virginia would be allowed to pro
ceed for a few moments as if morning 
business. The time is not chargeable to 
either side. I suggest he be given that 
opportunity now. 

If the Senator from New Jersey can 
stay, that will be good. If not, we will 
continue the debate later in the debate 
on the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
request for the Senator from Virginia 
to speak as if in morning business? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Virginia r~spectfully re
quests that I be allowed to speak for no 
longer than P/z minutes as if in morn
ing business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Virginia is recog
nized. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. WARNER pertain

ing to the introduction of S. 1121 are 
located in today's RECORD under 
"Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.") 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The Senator from Kentucky. 
Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

yield to the Senator from Mississippi 5 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Mississippi. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I thank the 
distinguished Senator from Kentucky 
from yielding this time. I just found 
the debate we have been listening to 
very interesting, referring to Presi
dential campaigns and the public fi
nancing of those campaigns as an ex
ample of why we should have that for 
Congress. As a matter of fact, as I 
pointed out yesterday, that fund is 
going broke. 

They will not have enough money for 
the next two Presidential campaigns 
unless they raise the amount of the 
checkoff, or they start dipping into the 
General Treasury. So there are other 
problems with it. 

In fact, I think some of the people 
that ran for President that partici
pated in that system will tell you they 
are still having difficulties with audit
ing and all that goes on after they have 
.accepted the public financing of Presi
dential campaigns. 

The big problem with it, the reason a 
lot of people do not participate is they 
make them check off $1, or check off 
that amount if it is more. But they do 
not get to indicate where it is going to 
go. I, for one, do not check off because 
I want to-whatever I can give, wheth-; 
er it is $1 or $100, I will choose the can
didates I want to give it to. 

Another interesting point was made 
about the public financing for the 
party conventions. If the American 
people in Mississippi, in Kentucky, 
Connecticut, really understood part of 
that money was going for party con
ventions, they would have a fit; mil
lions of dollars going to put on party 
conventions. You would think the par
ties, through their own apparatus, pri
vate contributions, could at least put 
on their political party conventions. 

So I am astounded at some of the de
bate I just heard as an example of why 
we should have public financing of con
gressional campaigns. I was thinking 
earlier today I should come over and 
ask this question. Are we having fun 
yet? Surely we are supposed to be hav
ing fun because this cannot be serious. 
This is a joke, is it not? Does anybody 
really think this is going to become 
law with the stuff in this bill and the 
stuff we are adding to it? 

I assume we are just enjoying, and 
having a good time. I assume also at 
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some point, maybe tomorrow, we will 
get serious about this. 

Let me go over some of the things we 
are talking about in this bill. Public fi
nancing of congressional campaigns
that is enough said right there. The 
idea that this is food stamps for politi
cians running for Congress is the apt 
way to describe it. 

Let me tell you-! do not know. 
Maybe they like it in some States. But 
in Mississippi you could get strung up 
talking about how we are going to pay 
for congressional campaigns out of 
public financing and eventually out of 
the Treasury. That is what they have 
in mind, spending limits, but no limits 
on soft money or sewer money, no lim
its; you do not even have to report it. 

How did we just happen to overlook 
this little problem of soft money? Let 
me tell you. As a member of the Ethics 
Committee, I can tell you that is one of 
the great ways to get in trouble. We 
need to take a look if we are serious. 
How can we overlook the question of at 
least reporting soft contributions? 

Look at the amendments we have of
fered. With all due respect to the 
offerors of these amendments, do you 
really think the American people want 
to hear four mandated Presidential de
bates, Get out of Dodge. 

I went through all of that when I ran 
for the Senate; had 12 debates; finally 
got to where the people were saying-. 
"Please spare us of any more debates." 
But, oh, yes, we are going to mandate 
you have to have four debates plus de
bates for the Vice Presidential can
didates. 

We are going to have-if we get this 
elimination of more honoraria-we 
were brave today-we are going to 
eliminate honoraria and outside earned 
income. But we are not going to do 
anything about having parity between 
the two bodies. But to show our real 
courage, we then said, well, we will 
also limit outside unearned income. 
Who are we kidding? We are picking· on 
each other. Nobody in this body thinks 
either one of those amendments will be 
in the final version of passage. What 
are we doing? Are we just playing with 
this thing? Are we really interested in 
campaign finance reform? 

At the very minimum, let us show we 
have had a good time. You know we are 
going to put some of these funny 
things that are going to be coming up 
behind us. Let us start off and get seri
ous. And the first thing we should do is 
pass this amendment by the Senator 
from Kentucky, get rid of the public fi
nancing campaigns, and then let us 
start talking about some serious cam
paign finance reform that would really 
restore the faith of the American peo
ple. 

Do you think public financing of con
gressional campaigns is gonig to re
store the faith of the people in the po
litical campaign process in America? I 

am telling you, the opposite would be 
the result. 

So I advocated it the other day. I will 
do it again. I want campaign finance 
reform. I am prepared to vote for real 
campaign finance reform, maybe one 
that even has some things in it I do not 
like. We have to have a consensus to do 
that. 

By coming in here with jokes as 
amendments, and by taking these hard 
positions, oh, yes, we are going to have 
spending limits, and we are going to 
have public financing of campaigns. 
You are not serious. It is not going to 
become law. We are just posturing. 

So I urge the Senate to let us begin 
to find a consensus. I know the men 
working on this legislation. The Sen
ator from Oklahoma is serious and he 
is a good man at finding a consensus on 
any piece of legislation. I know that is 
true of the Senator from Kentucky. 
But from what I have seen yesterday 
and today so far on this bill, we are not 
serious. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. McDONNELL. Mr. President, I 

would like to thank the Senator from 
Mississippi for his fine statement. He is 
right on the mark. Hopefully the de
bate will produce better results as we 
move along with the bill. 

I yield the floor. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the distin
guished chairman of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee, the Senator from 
Rhode Island, might be recognized to 
conduct another parliamentary matter 
with time in relationship to the tragic 
death today of Mr. Gandhi of India, and 
that he might be allowed to proceed at 
this time without being charged to ei
ther side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

THE MURDER OF RAJIV GANDHI 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, we were all 

shocked and saddened to learn of the 
death, the murder, the assassination of 
former Indian Prime Minister Rajiv 
Gandhi. Coming as it does in the midst 
of a national election, this cowardly 
deed can only be seen as an attempted 
assault on India's democratic institu
tions. As we express our condolences to 
the Gandhi family and to the people of 
India, we must also work to ensure 
that the cause for which Rajiv Gandhi 
gave his life-the cause of a democratic 
and unified India-shall continue. 

In November 1984, I became the first 
Member of Congress to call on Rajiv 
Gandhi after he became Prime Minister 
of India. It was a position he never 
sought, but after his brother died in an 
airplane accident, he acceded to his 

mother's request and entered politics. 
He became Prime Minister after his 
mother was brutally murderd by her 
bodyguards. 

I remember Rajiv Gandhi as a cheer
ful and highly intelligent leader. Our 
conversation ranged from issues of 
higher education to questions of nu
clear proliferation and Indian foreign 
relations. In each case, Rajiv Gandhi 
listened carefully to my questions and 
responded thoughtfully to the specific 
issues I raised. He was not one for 
stock responses. 

As Prime Minister, Rajiv Gandhi 
worked to liberalize the Indian econ
omy and to improve the lot of his des
perately poor nation. During his 5-year 
tenure, Rajiv Gandhi strengthened de
mocracy in India and offered a helping 
hand to the new democratic govern
ment in neighboring Pakistan . . And 
when the Indian electorate failed to 
give his Congress Party an absolute 
majority in the December 1989 elec
tions, Rajiv Gandhi accepted the peo
ple's verdict, standing aside to allow 
another party to form a government 
even though his own party had the 
largest number of seats. 

India has had the most successful 
democratic experience of any develop
ing country. Since independence, it has 
held elections on a regular schedule, 
with governments and political parties 
alike accepting the verdict of the peo
ple. Coming as it does in the midst of 
India's lOth general election, this mur
der of the man thought most likely to 
be India's next Prime Minister is an as
sault on Indian democracy. India's de
mocracy is a strong one, in part be
cause of the contribution made by 
Rajiv Gandhi, and I believe India will 
survive this assault. 

Rajiv Gandhi's youth compounds the 
tragedy of his murder. He had so much 
to offer to his country. My condolences 
go to his widow Sonia, his children 
Priyanka and Rahul, and to the people 
of India. 

EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE OVER THE ASSASSINA
TION OF RAJIV GANDHI, FORMER 
PRIME MINISTER OF INDIA 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to the immediate consideration of Sen
ate Resolution 131, submitted earlier 
today by Messrs. MITCHELL, DOLE, 
PELL, HELMS, MOYNIHAN, and HATFIELD 
regarding the assassination of Rajiv 
Gandhi. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 131) expressing the 
sense of the Senate over the assassination of 
Rajiv Gandhi, former Prime Minister of 
India. 



11720 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 21, 1991 
SENATE ELECTION ETHICS ACT 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
o.bjection to the immediate consider
ation of the resolution. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that all the Members of 
our body be added as cosponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, it is 
with profound sadness that I learned of 
the assassination of former Indian 
Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi. 

A figure of tolerance and unity, and a 
respected statesman, Gandhi will be 
deeply missed by all Indians and by the 
international community. 

Rajiv Gandhi came from a family 
dedicated to political activism and 
committed to India's future. 

Leaving his career as a pilot to enter 
politics upon the death of his brother, 
Gandhi was elected to Parliament and 
subsequently became General Sec
retary of the Congress (I) Party. He 
succeeded his mother as party leader 
after she was assassinated by extrem
ists in 1984. 

It is difficult to accept that he, too, 
has lost his life in carrying out the 
family tradition of political leadership. 

It is particularly tragic that he 
should be killed by an act of terrorism 
in the midst of elections, for he fought 
to uphold and improve India's demo
cratic system. 

The act of cowardice not only felled a 
compelling political leader; it strained 
the very democratic tradition of which 
India is justly proud. 

I hope the perpetrators of the bomb
ing, which also killed other innocent 
prople, are swiftly brought to justice. 

Such ignoble and self-defeating ac
tions have no place in Indian society 
today, and should not give way to fur
ther violence. 

We will remember Rajiv Gandhi for 
his significant contribution to India's 
economic development and growing 
leadership in the international arena. 
Here in America, we will also remem
ber a leader who worked to expand mu
tual understanding and respect, build
ing a stronger foundation for the 
friendship between our two great na
tions. 

I hope and trust that Rajiv Gandhi's 
legacy, his commitment to improving 
India's democratic system, economic 
future, and relationship with the Unit
ed States, will be carried on by a new 
generation of Indian leaders. 

His assassination outrages us all. We 
share the grief of his family and the 
people of India, and we extend our pro
found condolences. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the resolution? If 
not, the question is on agreeing to the 
resolution. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
The preamble is agreed to. 

The resolution, with its preamble, is 
as follows: 

S. RES. 131 
Whereas Rajiv Gandhi courageously served 

his nation as Prime Minister and as leader of 
the opposition; 

Whereas Rajiv Gandhi embodied the post
independence generation of Indian leadership 
committed to economic liberalization, to in
dividual rights, and to Indian leadership on 
behalf of democracy and development in Asia 
and the Third World; 

Whereas Rajiv Gandhi has made an impor
tant contribution to better relations be
tween the world's most populous democracy 
and the United States; 

Whereas Rajiv Gandhi has been murdered 
in the middle of an election campaign in a 
cowardly attack that is intended as an as
sault on Indian democracy itself; Now, there
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate of the United 
States-

Condemns the cowardly murder of former 
Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi and others in 
the bomb explosion of May 21, 1991; 

Expresses its profound regret over the 
deaths of Rajiv Gandhi and other victims of 
election violence in India; 

Offers its deepest condolences to Rajiv 
Gandhi's widow Sonia, to his children 
Priyanka and Rahul, and to the people of 
India; and 

Stands in solidarity with the people of 
India in their effort to sustain the most suc
cessful democratic tradition in the develop
ing world. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the reso
lution was agreed to, and move to lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

EXPRESSING THE PROFOUND RE
GRET OF THE CONGRESS RE
GARDING THE ASSASSINATION 
OF RAJIV GANDID OF INDIA 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to the immediate consideration of 
House Concurrent Resolution 155, now 
at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 155) 
expressing the profound regret of the Con
gress regarding the assassination of Rajiv 
Gandhi of India. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
debate on the concurrent resolution? If 
not, the question is on agreeing to the 
concurrent resolution. 

The concurrent resolution was agreed 
to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote by which the con
current resolution was agreed to. 

Mr. BOREN. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I yield 2 
minutes to the Senator from New Jer
sey. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, if the 
distinguished Senator from Kentucky 
would want to continue our colloquy, I 
would be glad, if he would like to fol
low up. I could not quite get the drift 
of his line of questioning about con
trolling spending and why Presidential 
campaigns were spending more money. 
He might want to repeat that question. 

Mr. McCONNELL. It is one of the in
teresting ironies that the Presidential 
race in which we allegedly have spend
ing limits is the race in which spending 
is out of control. Spending escalated 
about 50 percent from 1984 to 1988 in 
the Presidential race, most of it large 
money off the books, undisclosed. 

I often describe spending limits as 
like putting a rock on jello. It sort of 
oozes off onto the side, as undisclosed 
expenditures. In the congressional 
races, on the other hand where there is 
no big money contribution-they are 
limited-virtually all of the money 
comes directly into the campaign, and 
we have not seen the explosion of soft 
money we have seen in the Presidential 
race. 

My question of the Senator from New 
Jersey was essentially this: 

It was not a complicated question. I 
was asking the Senator from New Jer
sey how, in light of the experience with 
the Presidential system, the Senator 
from New Jersey felt that S. 3, or 
something akin to it, would control 
spending in congressional races? 

Mr. BRADLEY. Well, I say to the dis
tinguished Senator from Kentucky 
that it is not a real mystery to me why 
spending at the Presidential level in
creased dramatically from 1984 to 1988. 
The fact is, there were a lot more can
didates on both sides. It was an open 
Presidency. So, in 1984, there were not 
nearly the number of candidates, not 
nearly the amount raised. I think that 
it is fairly understandable why there 
would be more money spent in 1988 
than in 1984. 

I would come back to the central 
question, which is integrity in the sys
tem. And I would focus on and say, 
once again, that that should be the 
issue here. I think that it is a slight di
version to try to look at the numbers 
of 1984 and 1988 and say that, therefore, 
spending limits on senatorial races will 
not produce the desired result. Of 
course, they will produce the desired 
result. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from New Jersey has ex
pired. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
yield 15 minutes to the Senator from 
Massachusetts. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, thank 
you. 
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Mr. President, I heard the distin

guished Senator, and my friend from 
Mississippi, talk about getting serious 
here, suggesting that we are not seri
ous because we are proposing some 
component of public funding in cam
paign finance reform. 

There really is not an automatic se
quitur that, as a result of the proposal 
for funding, which the Senator from 
Kentucky happens to oppose and the 
President said he would veto, that does 
not mean that it is a serious proposal. 
Those do not go hand in hand. 

The Senator may object to it, as he 
does; he may not like it, and he may 
think it is wrongheaded, as he does. 
The Senator may think that some of 
the people in his State, or the majority 
think it is wrongheaded. But that does 
not mean that it is in fact wrong
headed, or that it is something we 
should not be considering. 

I will say to the Senator from Mis
sissippi that I share the feeling that we 
ought to get serious about campaign fi
nance reform. But if you want to meas
ure seriousness about a notion called 
reform, you cannot, under any descrip
tion whatsoever, consider serious a 
proposal that does away with any lim
its at all, and that defeats the ability 
to have any restraint at all. 

That is not, under anybody's meas
ure, a reform. That is opening the 
doors and floodgates of the very system 
we have today to even worse abuse. We 
are supposed to-I underline "supposed 
to"-be sensitive to the needs, con
cerns and demands of the public. The 
public has spoken on this issue again 
and again and again. 

The proposal of the Senator from 
Kentucky flies directly in the face of 
every single expression that the people 
of this country have made about the 
excessive influence of money in poli
tics. The proposal of the Senator from 
Kentucky says that we are going to en
franchise the people with money. It 
says that we are going to open the 
floodgates, so that those with money 
can have even more influence on cam
paigns, not less. And it has not the 
least iota of restraint in it whatsoever. 

Let me share what the American peo
ple have expressed on this subject. This 
is from a Yankolovich-Clancy-Shulman 
poll for Time and CNN, October 1990: 
"In your view, does money have too 
much influence on who wins elec
tions?" And 88 percent of the American 
people responding, in a sample of over 
1,000, said "yes." Only 10 percent said 
"no." 

In an NBC News-Wall Street Journal 
poll of more than 1,000 registered vot
ers, with a margin of error of 4 percent, 
October 1990: Officeholders who raise a 
lot of their campaign funds from spe
cial-interest PAC's, or political action 
committees. What it says is, "Tell me 
how much it bothers you personally: A 
lot; some; or not much at all." And 47 
percent of the American people answer-

ing that said it bothers them a lot; 28 
percent said it bothers them some. 
Only 22 percent said not much. 

Millionaire candidates who use their 
own money to pay for their campaigns 
to get elected. More than 50 percent of 
the American people said they are 
bothered by that; a majority. Office
holders who raise most of their cam
paign funds from outside of their State; 
68 percent of the American people are 
bothered by that. 

So, Mr.· President, you can run the 
gamut of every public opinion poll, al
most, that has been done. Another one, 
a Harris survey of over 1,200 adults in 
May of 1990. The question asked was: 
"Do you feel that the following item is 
a major cause of corruption; a minor 
cause; or not a cause at all?" Here is 
the item: Most large contributors 
wanting some influence in Government 
after the election; 70 percent of the 
American people said that is a major 
cause. The large amounts of money it 
takes to run a political campaign; 69 
percent of the American people said 
that is a major cause of corruption. A 
candidate without enough money 
would usually lose the election; 61 per
cent of the American people perceive 
that to be true. 

On another question from another 
Harris survey: 

Let me read you some statements about 
money and politics. For each, tell me if you 
agree or disagree. Here is the statement: 
Withstanding now over $10 million for some 
races for Governor, and over $500,000 in races 
for Congress, those who contribute large 
sums of money have too much influence over 
the Government. 

Eighty-four percent of the American 
people believe that that is true. 

A poll, again done by Harris, done a 
year later, again on 1,200 adults: 

How important is the amount of money a 
candidate has to spend on a campaign, when 
it comes to that candidate's success in get
ting elected? Very important; somewhat im
portant; rather unimportant; or not impor
tant at all? 

Fifty-one percent of the American 
people said very important, and 33 per
cent said somewhat important, for a 
total of 84 percent of the American peo
ple understanding how important it is 
in terms of the relationship of money. 

Mr. President, I can go on and on. 
There is not a poll in this country, not 
one poll, not one sampling of American 
public opinion that does not document 
the American people's sense that the 
system is out of control, that the sys
tem is corrupt, that money has too 
much influence, that they as individ
uals do not have influence and cannot 
compete. And there is not one contrary 
poll in America that suggests that peo
ple like the current system. 

So what does the Senator from Ken
tucky do? He comes along and says: 
Let us make the current system even 
worse; open the floodgates even more. 
Let us eliminate any incentive whatso
ever, and have unlimited capacity for 

people with big money to be able to 
contribute. 

Mr. President, the data is very clear 
that about one-half of 1 percent of the 
American voters contributed more 
than 46 percent of the large contribu
tions in campaigns in this country; 
one-half of 1 percent have a significant 
impact on the outcome, and the other 
people do not. 

If we do not have some kind of limits 
in what happens in terms of campaign 
expenditures, it is going to be com
pletely out of reach of the average per
son, as the Senator from Minnesota 
said, to be able to run and out of reach 
of the average citizen to be able to feel 
they have any input into the process. 

I hear my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle keep saying, by gosh, 
no American in their right mind wants 
tax dollars taken to pay for a lousy 
politician running for office. The fact 
is that the American people are paying 
more for the politicians who run for of
fice with the private funding system 
than they would be if they supported a 
public funding system that separates 
those people with influence over what 
happens here from those who do not 
have any. There are countless studies 
that show very disturbing incidents of 
correlation between the influence proc
ess and the votes. 

I am not suggesting, Mr. President, 
that that is the way it happens because 
I know my colleagues well and I think 
more often than not the money chases 
the votes. But the perception is there, 
the perception is there, and we are sup
posed to be sensitive to perceptions. We 
are supposed to create a system that is 
supposed to be beyond approach, be
yond the ability of people to have to 
suffer the recurring cycle of cynicism 
as a consequence of our unwillingness 
to be able to rein the system in. 

What is it about the political process 
now that makes it so unfair for people 
to have a limit on what they spend in 
campaigns if the same limit applies to 
both sides equally? That really brings 
us to the nub of what this fight is all 
about. This fight is not about ideology, 
about whether or not the taxpayer 
wants to spend some money, because 
that was voted on years ago and the 
ideologic issue did not come up, and it 
was passed. 

As my colleague from New Jersey 
pointed out, Republicans have consist
ently used Federal dollars to run for 
President of the United States. Ronald 
Reagan was elected on those dollars. 
He never once complained about Fed
eral dollars being spent. BoB DOLE ran. 
He never once complained about that 
money. He spent $8 million of the Fed
eral taxpayers' money and never com
plained about it once. President Bush 
spent $60 million of the taxpayers' 
money and never complained about it 
once. Here we are with the minority 
suddenly saying, oh, gosh, we want to 
represent the taxpayers in this. The 
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fact is they are really representing 
themselves; they are representing a 
party that has the ability to raise ex
traordinary amounts of money way 
above their opposition, and that 
money, they believe, is essential to po
litical life. 

That is what this battle is about. It 
is about whether or not people are will
ing to stand on the same ground, on an 
even-footing campaign effort, or 
whether it is going to continue to be 
that kind of uneveness. If you have any 
doubt, let me quote the former Senator 
from Nevada. I do not know anybody in 
the U.S. Senate who did not appreciate 
the character and the contributions of 
Paul Laxalt. And Paul Laxalt was 
chairman of President Reagan's cam
paign in 1976, 1980, and 1984. Here is 
what he said about the impact of public 
funding on the race and on the whole 
process. 

There is far too much emphasis on money 
and far too much time spent collecting it. It 
is the most corrupting thing I see on the 
congressional scene. The problem is so bad 
we ought to start thinking about Federal fi
nancing of House and Senate campaigns. It 
was anathema to me, but in my experience 
with the Presidential campaigns, it worked 
and it was a breath of fresh air. 

Thus spoke the conservative distin
guished former Senator from Nevada, 
first chairman of President Reagan's 
campaign. 

Today some 6 out of 10 Americans 
support the concept of public funding. 
Why? Because they want to liberate 
the U.S. Congress from the interests of 
special money or what they perceive to 
be the interest of special money. I fre
quently said and I repeat again, I am 
not inherently opposed to the existence 
of PAC's or to PAC's contributing in 
the process. What I have always ob
jected to is the dispropportionate share 
that they represent and the fact that 
without the ability to have limits and 

. without the encouragement for other 
people to participate in the process 
with small donations and to put a pre
mium on the small donations, we wind 
up with a process that shows that ter
rible imbalance and creates the percep
tion that the American people have 
that this system is not worth support
ing and politicians are not worth car
ing about and simply reenforces the 
cynicism that so many people in the 
country feel. 

Public funding today works in 12 
States in this country. The New York 
mayor is elected through a funding 
process and nobody has complained and 
suggested it does not work. In fact, it 
is about to be adopted in the State of 
the distinguished Chair, the Senator 
from Florida. I am convinced that one 
of the best bargains American tax
payers could get is to have the minimal 
sum· that is put forward in this bill to 
be spent as an incentive for people to 
have real reform rather than to have 
only those with money influencing the 
process, further disenfranchising Amer-

icans and costing people countless mil
lions of dollars for the special-favor 
legislation, the special-interest legisla
tion that gets passed as a consequence 
of that. 

Now, this is a broad cross-section of 
the opinion from the country that sug
gests that this is an appropriate way to 
proceed. There are newspapers all 
across America, many in some of the 
most conservative and Republican bas
tions of this country, which want pub
lic funding because of the negative in
fluence of money in politics. 

The Coffeyville Journal of Coffey
ville, KS, editorialized events saying: 

The best action that can be taken by us is 
limit reelection campaigns to a set dollar 
amount and then to finance those campaigns 
publicly. Sure, it would cost the taxpayers. 
At least we know for certain who is footing 
the bill, and that is more than the taxpayer 
can say today. 

Or the Detroit Free Press editorial
izes: 

The best answer to campaign finance abuse 
as far as we are concerned is to be found in 
public financing of congressional campaigns 
combined with firm spending limits. 

The very thing the Senator seeks to 
do. 

The Gainesville Sun of Gainesville, 
FL: 

Public financing the only answer, more 
modest reforms too easily circumvented. 

In the words of the San Jose Mercury 
News, of San Jose, CA: 

Congress has to get serious about public fi
nancing of campaigns. 

So I respectfully suggest, Mr. Presi
dent, that this talk of the taxpayer 
somehow being protected from having 
campaigns funded is in effect the very 
reverse; it is not a protection for the 
taxpayer, it is a guarantee of continual 
abuse of the taxpayer and further dis
enfranchisement of the taxpayer and 
further distancing of the taxpayer from 
the affairs that most concern the tax
payer. It would be far cheaper for the 
American taxpayer to fund the cam
paigns of those who run for the U.S. 
Senate in the general election, not the 
primary because there is no way to do 
that, but to do it in the general elec
tion, and in the end it would save this 
country money and streamline the 
process. 

Mr. President, for the last year and a 
half, six of our colleagues sat on the 
Ethics Committee and had the 
unenviable task of trying to decide 
where it was proper for a Senator to 
act on a piece of legislation and where 
it was not. As we know, every Member 
of the Senate walked around and tried 
to sort out that particular issue, and 
still is perhaps. 

The Keating affair challenged, frank
ly, the legitimacy of the entire fund
raising process. There is not anybody 
here who is immune from the potential 
challenge that some think they did, 
some efforts they championed, some 
particular vote that they cast somehow 

was not associated with the campaign 
finance process. Some may say, OK, 
those are the brickbats we take in pub
lic life. We have to put up with it. 
Some say, if you cannot defend your
self with that, you should not be in the 
business. There are a lot of nuances to 
it. Would it not really be better if the 
American people did not have to have 
that question answered? Would it not 
be better if that question did not have 
to be asked in the first place, if our ac
tions were clearly beyond reproach 
with respect to the association of 
money and campaigning and indeed our 
campaigns and our ability to get elect
ed were based not on our bank ac
counts but on the quality of our serv
ice, the quality and quantity of our 
ideas, and our ability to be able to 
serve the people in our districts in a 
way that suggests that we ought to be 
here or we ought to return here? 

Mr. President, that is, I think, what 
this system was supposed to be all 
about. The reason we are seeing term 
limitations, which I think is a lousy 
idea, not because I am here, but be
cause I think you would strip from this 
place experience, you would have staffs 
run Government. more than they might 
even today, have people coming here 
worried about what their job is going 
to be the moment they have gotten 
here and where they are going. There 
are a host of reasons why that is not a 
good policy. The reason it is catching 
on currently is because campaign fi
nancing has become the incumbent's 
tool and, as a consequence of that, peo
ple are saying the only way we can re
claim access and reclaim our voice and 
democracy in a sense is to limit the 
terms and somehow that will cure the 
problem. 

The cure is not term limitation. The 
cure is to have campaign finance re
form with limits and with adequate in
centives in the system so that people 
will not feel that they will only get 
elected by virtue of the amount of 
money they spend. 

Twenty-five years ago, when Robert 
Kennedy was here, he warned us and 
said: 

We are in danger of creating a situation in 
which our candidates have to be chosen 
among the rich or those who are willing to 
be beholden to others. 

I would respectfully suggest that 25 
years later the system is more so; you 
either have to be rich or you have to be 
beholden. You have to have extraor
dinary access to amazing amounts of 
money. 

Mr. President, you know I have been 
outspent in every campaign that I have 
run, and I think that in the final anal
ysis that colleagues here would be far 
stronger in their ability to be able to 
run if we were to change this system so 
that Americans are willing to vote and 
willing to think about our process in 
terms that are a little more elevated 
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and a little more positive than we find 
ourselves in today. 

It is my belief that the Senator from 
Kentucky has some good ideas about 
some areas of reform. I hope that some
how we really could create a consensus, 
though it obviously looks like it is one 
of those impossibilities around here. 
But to do away with limits, which is 
the essence of reform, is to take us 
backwards from where we are today, 
and it is really to perpetuate, even 
worse than perpetuate, it is to make 
worse the current system because it 
would give license to people and to the 
notion that all you need to do is raise 
a lot of money and know people who 
have a lot of money. 

America has increasingly become di
vided in the last 10 years between those 
who do have money and those who do 
not. I cannot think of anything that 
would be more of a prescription for cre
ating a greater gulf between elected of
ficials in the U.S. Congress and the 
American people, and I hope we will re
ject it on that basis. 

I yield back whatever time I have to 
the distinguished Senator from Okla
homa. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, how 
much time remains on this side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Oklahoma has 15 minutes 
and 50 seconds remaining. 

Mr. BOREN. I yield to myself 12 min
utes. 

Mr. President, I want to make just a 
few comments and not prolong the de
bate. The Senator from Kentucky and I 
have debated this subject on a number 
of occasions. But I do want to call to 
the attention of my colleagues what we 
are really dealing with in terms of an 
amendment. 

This amendment strikes out not only 
those incentives which are available to 
encourage candidates to accept vol
untary spending limits, the incentives 
of reduced broadcast rate time-and in 
doing so, by the way, that strikes out 
a provision which is a similar provision 
of the bill of the distinguished leader 
on the other side of the aisle, Senator 
DOLE, who includes a provision of free 
time for candidates for a certain 
amount of time preceding the elec
tion-it also strikes out those addi
tional incentives in forms of vouchers 
and lower mailing rates. 

But in addition to that, it strikes 
out, I think, the heart and soul of cam
paign reform itself, those provisions in 
the bill which are aimed at limiting 
spending; strikes out all of those provi
sions which would stop the money 
chase, which would stop the never-end
ing war for more and more money, the 
upward spiral for more and more 
money spent in campaigns. That is 
really the essence of the amendment by 
the Senator from Kentucky. 

Let me just say as a minor matter, I 
think, in terms of those functions that 
deal with the incentives that are pro-

vided, let me say that is certainly not 
a partisan issue, that some public fund
ing is provided in the bill. 

Democratic and Republican can
didates for President have accepted 
public financing, including Members of 
this Chamber, and of course President 
Reagan and President Bush. Repub
lican Presidential candidates and the 
Republican Party have accepted $241 
million in public funds-and have abid
ed by voluntary contribution limits
since 1976. 

President Reagan has been the top 
recipient of public funds, receiving a 
total of $90.5 million for his Presi
dential bids in 1976, 1980, and 1984. 

The Republican Party has accepted 
$32.2 million in publicly funded grants 
for its Presidential conventions since 
1976. Republican Party campaign com
mittees have spent millions of dollars 
in public funds in the form of postal 
subsidies for political mailings. 

I point that out not to be 
argumentive, Mr. President, but to 
point out that there seems to be a 
great willingness to accept public fund
ing in some instances while decrying it 
as a matter of principle when it comes 
to offering very, very modest incen
tives that would cause people to accept 
voluntary spending limits and stop the 
money that is corrupting American 
politics. 

Let me point out that the cost of our 
bill is not hundreds of millions of dol
lars or even a billion dollars as some 
have said on the other side of the aisle. 
We have had an estimate made by CBO 
which indicates that the cost is ap
proximately $25 million a year. It does 
not follow from that that we will have 
to pay for that by increasing taxes on 
the American people. There is a vol
untary checkoff system which can be 
looked at as a possible source of funds. 

The sense-of-the-Senate resolution 
we have already passed indicates that 
we might simply cut some of the sub
sidies we are now giving for lobbying
$500 million over a 5 year period in 
terms of tax subsidies we are now giv
ing for lobbying expenses of major or
ganizations-or we might look at the 
$25 million on mass mailings and news
letters that the Senate spends each 
year for example. It could perhaps, as 
this Senator has advocated, be cur
tailed or stopped and used to pay for 
clean election campaigns without put
ting any additional burden on the tax
payers. 

The Bush administration has re
quested this year $30 million for the 
National Endowment for Democracy to 
promote democracy in other countries. 

We are talking about $25 million of 
incentives to promote democracy in 
this country. 

But the basic point that we really 
ought to be talking about is this: As I 
say, the heart and soul of campaign re
form is to do something about runaway 
campaign spending, more and more 

money being poured into campaigns 
every year. That is what the amend
ment of the Senator from Kentucky 
would strike from the bill, all vol
untary spending limits. The sky is the 
limit once again. And we are told by 
those on the other side that have ar
gued against this proposal is S. 3 and 
argued for striking out of the spending 
limits, that it is a good thing, it en
courages political participation, that 
we allow more and more money to pour 
into campaigns and have more and 
more spending. 

Mr. President, the American people 
know better than that. Can we really 
honestly sit here and say it is a good 
thing that it now costs an average of $4 
million to run for reelection to the 
United States Senate; that it is a good 
thing, and all the time and attention 
that it takes to raise that kind of 
money is being spent by Members of 
Congress instead of doing our duty to 
solve the problems of this Nation. Is it 
a good thing that Members of Congress 
have become full-time fund-raisers in 
order to raise these millions of dollars 
and part-time Members of Congress, 
part-time public officials? Is it a good 
thing because we know that if we have 
unlimited amounts of money that can 
be raised by candidates that incum
bents are always going to be able to 
raise more money will change? 

Why? Because those special interests 
that want access to politics want to 
get along with the people that are al
ready here, that chair the committees 
and the subcommittees or are the 
ranking members. And it is no small 
coincidence that special interest funds 
last year went at a rate of 16 to 1 for 
incumbents over challengers in the 
House of Representatives, and in total 
spending House Members, incumbents, 
were able to raise eight times as much 
money. In the Senate it is almost three 
times as much money. 

Is it good for America when we 
should have competition in politics 
that this system of more and more and 
more money pouring into the system 
gives such an advantage to incumbents 
over challengers that there is no possi
bility that we can have competition 
again? Is that good for America? 

Is it good that the Members of this 
body have to go all across the country 
mainly to other States because more 
than half of the money spent on cam
paigns last year was raised outside the 
home State or district of the Member 
of Congress? 

Is it a good thing that our Members 
have to go raise that money from peo
ple they do not even know in other 
States instead of spending time back 
home in their own districts talking to 
their own people and solving their own 
problems? 

Is it a good thing that the appear
ance of corruption is created when con
tributions are given by people in those 
other States with whom Members of 
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Congress are not well acquainted, who 
later turn out to have tainted reputa
tions? I do not think so, Mr. President. 

Is it a good thing that spending is so 
out of control with incumbents having 
such an advantage that 97 percent, 96 
percent won reelection races to Con
gress last year? 

Is it a good thing that more and more 
excess financing in American politics 
is based on who can raise the most 
money, not based on· who has the 
strongest character or the best ideas to 
solve the problems of this country? No, 
it is not a good idea. 

I do not think there is any way it is 
a good idea. It must be stopped if we 
are to return the political process to 
where it should be, where it should be, 
to competition on qualifications, com
petition on ideas, competition on 
ideals for this country. The people un
derstand it. 

I would have to commend the people 
of Senator MCCONNELL'S home State, 
the Senator from Kentucky. In a re
cent poll from the Louisville Courier 
Journal, which was published on Sun
day, March 3, 1991, this year, it was 
found that "an overwhelming number 
of Kentucky voters, 85 percent believe 
that campaign spending should be lim
ited." And, if I go into additional ques
tions they were asked, do you agree or 
disagree that large amounts of money 
necessary for major statewide election 
campaigns in Kentucky have kept the 
best qualified people from running for 
office, 76 percent of the people said 
"yes." 

If you are a new person trying to 
break into · politics and you have to 
think about the millions and millions 
of dollars that it takes to run, of 
course it would discourage you, when 
you consider it is likely to go to in
cumbents. 

Then they were asked, "Do you think 
the large amounts of money it takes to 
run political campaigns are a major 
cause of corruption?" Sixty-two per
cent said it was a major cause of cor
ruption, 24 percent said it was a some
what minor cause of corruption, and 
only 4 percent said it was not a cause 
of corruption at all. We want to know 
why the American people are becoming 
alienated from the political process, 
where 86 percent of the people realize 
with all this money being pumped in it 
creates an illusion of corruption of the 
political process? 

Mr. President, do we want to talk 
about this problem or do we' want to do 
something about this problem? One of 
the things that is wrong with America 
today is we have become a Nation of 
people who talk about solving prob
lems. Oh, yes, you have the street com
missioner, he comes on the nightly 
news and he stands before a pothole de
ploring the fact that pothole exists in 
the street. He gets on the evening news 
with a sound bite but he does not do 
anything about patching the pothole. 

We have a serious problem eating at 
the heart and soul of the election proc
ess. As long as elections are decided on 
the basis of who can raise the most 
money, it will always favor incum
bents, so we do not have any competi
tion in American politics. 

As long as that goes on we are going 
to have a deeper and deeper disillusion
ment of our own people, especially with 
more and more of that money coming 
from special interests that have no 
connection with the home States of 
those involved. How long are we going 
to wait, Mr. President? Are we just 
going to talk about it? Are we going to 
get up on the floor of the Senate and 
wave our arms, and pound the desk, 
and talk about it over and over in 
sound bites on the nightly news, or are 
we going to do something about it? 

The time has come for us to do some
thing about it, and the first thing to do 
is defeat this amendment which strips 
spending limits out of the bill. How in 
the world can you have campaign re
form and not deal with the major prob
lems identified by the American people 
themselves, in poll after poll after poll: 
80, 85 percent, nearly 90 percent saying 
we must stop this money chase? 

We want our elected officials to com
pete in an old-fashioned way on the 
basis of ideas, seeing the people, debat
ing the issues, debating the merits and 
qualifications of those candidates. We 
do not want it to be based upon money. 

So, Mr. President, it is time for us to 
act. Let us adopt this bill that is before 
us. Let us not wait. How long are we 
going to wait? How much erosion into 
the political process of this country is 
going to occur? How much is disillu
sionment going to increase, before we 
do something about it? 

We are the trustees of the political 
process. The American people have 
sent us here. And, as the Senator from 
Minnesota said, this should be their 
chamber of Government. This should 
be their Capitol Building. This should 
be their Congress, not the Congress 
that gives access to those who contrib
ute more and more of the money to fi
nance political campaigns. It ought to 
belong to every American. 

Every American counts and every 
American should count equally in the 
political process, including those who 
cannot afford to make large political 
contributions. That is what this is all 
about, Mr. President. It is about a 
struggle for the soul of this democracy 
itself, and we are put here to be the 
trustees. 

This great system of government was 
here before we came, and it was alive, 
and it was vital, and we have a respon
sibility to pass it on to our children. At 
the rate of growth of spending of politi
cal campaigns, by the time those who 
are graduating from high school today 
get old enough to run under the quali
fications of the Constitution of the 
U.S. Senate, at the average rate of in-

crease it is going to cost somewhere be
tween $12 and $15 million in the aver
age small State to run for the U.S. 
Senate. 

I yield myself 1 additional minute. 
Mr. President, enough is enough. We 

have talked long enough. It is time to 
do something about the problem and 
not just talk about it. Are we serious 
or are we not serious? 

If we are serious, we have to have a 
plan to put some spending limits in 
place, and that means abiding by the 
Supreme Court decision, and that 
means having some incentives in place 
to have people accept the voluntary 
spending limits that will be necessary 
to get this money chase under control. 
Let us not wait any longer, Mr. Presi
dent. Let us vote down this amendment 
that would strip spending limits out of 
the bill. Let us keep a series of incen
tives that will be necessary to get 
these spending limits put in place. Let 
us restore integrity, and let us restore 
vitality, and let us restore the con
fidence of the American people in the 
campaign process. 

Let us not wait. It is our responsibil
ity. If we do not do it, Mr. President, 
no one else will. The American people 
deserve better. Let us meet our respon
sibility for a change. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Ken
tucky. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. the Sen
ator from Kentucky controls 30 min
utes, 1 second. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
am certainly not going to use the en
tire 30 minutes. 

There has been a lot of loose talk to
night, Mr. President, about polls. I 
think it is important to look at how 
the question is asked in determining 
what a poll answer is going to be. Peter 
Hart and Bob Teeter teamed up for 
NBC and the Wall Street Journal ear
lier this year. The date of this poll was 
December 1990. The question, Mr. 
President, was "Would you favor or op
pose public financing of congressional 
elections?" It could not be more di
rectly stated. Thirty-eight percent 
favor, 55 percent oppose, and 7 percent 
are not sure. 

My good friend from Oklahoma re
ferred to polls appearing in the Courier 
Journal, a Kentucky newspaper. We do 
not have to refer to polls to know how 
Kentuckians feel about public funding, 
Mr. President. Eighty-two percent of 
all the taxpayers in Kentucky do not 
checkoff on their tax returns to divert 
a dollar of taxes that they already owe 
into the public coffers. 

With regard to poll results on spend
ing limits, I can confidently tell you if 
the question were asked, "Do you 
think there ought to be a limit on how 
many people can participate in the po
litical process by contributing limited 
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and disclosed amounts of money," I 
think the answer would be overwhelm
ingly that there should be no limit on 
participation in politics in this coun
try. 

Earlier the Senator from New Jersey 
and I were engaged in a colloquy. We 
ran out of time. I do want to respond to 
a couple of points that he made. I am 
sorry he is not still here. He raised at 
least two points that I think deserve a 
response. 

In the colloquy concerning the in
crease, this exorbitant, astronomical 
increase in spending in the Presidential 
system where there are supposedly 
spending limits, he asserted that the 
50-percent increase in Presidential 
campaign spending between 1984 and 
1988 that I had pointed out to him was 
attributable to the larger number of 
candidates running for the primary on 
both sides. The fact of the matter is 
that may obscure the figure a little bit 
but most of the 50-percent increase 
came from money spent off the books, 
not direct subsidies to candidates. We 
are talking about the black market 
here, Mr. President. 

The real reason spending is going up 
astronomically in the Presidential sys
tem is that the public money does not 
replace private money, it just aug
ments it. So what people are doing is 
they are accepting the public money, 
you get all of that, and then you get a 
bunch of private money spent on your 
behalf as well through all the various 
loopholes. 

In addition the Senator from New 
Jersey referred to a computer study 
done by Citizen Action-this is one of 
the Ralph Nader groups-on campaign 
financing. I might just point out that 
Citizen Action is a shell corporation 
which has been charged with launder
ing labor soft money in a suit still 
under investigation by the IRS, and 
the FEC. So I would look at any study 
done by Citizen Action somewhat with 
a jaundiced view, Mr. President. 

Our friend AL SWIFT over in the 
House, a Democratic Congressman 
from Washington, said there are only 
three groups against public funding of 
campaigns: incumbents, challengers, 
and the public. AL SWIFT, Democratic 
Representative from Washington said, 
there are three groups against public 
funding: incumbents, challengers, and 
the public. That sums it up, Mr. Presi
dent, better than anything I could say. 

This amendment we will be voting on 
at 10 o'clock in the morning is the crit
ical amendment. This is the amend
ment that will be the issue in the 1992 
race. This is the issue that will deter
mine whether or not the Senate wants 
to go on record as extending the failed 
Presidential system to 535 additional 
races. 

As I have often said, and I say again 
tonight, the FEC would soon be the 
size of the Veterans' Administration if 
we extended public funding to congres-

sional races and every fringe candidate 
in America who looked in the mirror 
sometime and said gee, I think I see a 
Congressman in there, is going to be 
able to reach into the cookie jar and 
get some of that public money to go 
out to run for the Congress. 

Mr. President, what we also know be
cause of the experience with the Presi
dential system is not only will all this 
public money be spent-not only on Re
publicans and Democrats but all these 
fringe candidates-it will not have any 
impact on spending whatsoever. Be
cause you see, Mr. President, you can
not constitutionally limit spending. 
You cannot limit independent expendi
tures. You cannot limit what a wealthy 
person would spend in his own behalf . . 
And you cannot, in the aggregate, 
limit spending in a campaign. 

The net result of all this is going to 
be a lot of public money spent, a lot of 
fringe candidates financed, and no cap 
on spending. It is an abysmal failure by 
every standard that we measure. It is 
amazing to me that people will still 
stand up in this boand defend the Pres
idential system as some kind of suc
cess. There is not a credible academi
cian anywhere in America, Mr. Presi
dent, not one, who thinks that the 
Presidential system is a success. 

The issue is whether we want to ex
tend that to another 535 races. I think 
that clearly is a terrible idea. 

Mr. President, let me say I hope the 
Senator from Minnesota is here. I say 
to my friend from Oklahoma, I am pre
pared to yield back the remainder of 
my time if he is prepared to yield back 
the remainder of his time. The Senator 
from Minnesota is going to lay down 
his amendment, and then we can go 
home for the evening. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I will be 
happy to comply. I would like to take 
1 minute, if I might, to reply to the 
comments just made by my good friend 
from Kentucky. I yield myself 1 
minute, after which time I will yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. President, I want to say that 
there is one comment that was made 
by the Senator from Kentucky that 
really defines the basic philosophical 
difference between us as we debated 
this issue for a long time. He seems to 
believe that putting limits on the mas
sive amounts of money that are pour
ing into American politics is somehow 
depriving people of the right to partici
pate in politics. I think that is where 
we fundamentally differ. He believes 
that participation can be measured in 
terms of dollars contributed to can
didates or dollars amassed in a cam
paign fund. 

I simply believe that the essential 
element of participation in our democ
racy should not be the giving of money 
or the spending of money. I think, real
ly, the essence of participation in 
American politics-and the way it 
should be and the way I participated in 

it as a child even: tacking up posters, 
going to rallies, putting on bumper 
stickers-is in the campaigning and the 
debating of the issues and the knock
ing on doors and fun dam en tally, of 
course, above all, for the casting of 
votes where every American does count 
in an equal way. This is the essence of 
participation. 

I think it shows how distorted the 
process has become; that we started to 
think of participation in the political 
process primarily as a matter of par
ticipating in raising and spending of 
dollars. 

Mr. McCONNELL addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, my 
friend from Oklahoma and I differ. I 
suggest quite respectfully that you 
could put up posters and hand out leaf
lets until you are 95 years old in the 
State of Florida and nobody would still 
know who you were. The cold, hard re
ality is in this modern communication 
age the way in which you participate 
in politics effectively is to contribute. 

The congressional system ensures 
that those contributions will be in 
small denominations and fully dis
closed. That is the way you contribute 
today, Mr. President. This is not the 
horse and buggy era. People do not go 
out on the courthouse steps and listen 
to political debates anymore. Whether 
we like it or whether we do not, there 
must be money in politics and it can 
only come from two places: It can come 
out of the Treasury or it can come 
from a whole lot of individuals. This is 
not big money in the congressional sys
tem. 

I listened to all these speeches to
night railing about big money. There is 
not any big money in the congressional 
system. It comes from a whole lot of 
people in small and disclosable 
amounts. The big money is in the Pres
idential system. That is where the big 
money is, in the system with the public 
funding and the spending limits. 

Mr. President, this debate is about 
participation. The Supreme Court has 
said that the contributing of money 
can be limited and disclosed, but the 
right of a whole lot of people to do 
that, to give to a candidate to help him 
speak is a constitutionally protected 
right. So we do differ. 

The Senator from Oklahoma looks at 
all these people participating in our 
campaign and he thinks that is a taint
ing experience; that it would be 
cleansed by pushing them out and ac
cepting public dollars instead. 

I look out at all these people partici
pating in the American democracy and 
I do not find that tainting. I think it 
ought to have an opportunity to sup
port or oppose each of us as aggres
sively as they want to. I think that is 
what makes this democracy function. 
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So, Mr. President, I will be happy to 

yield back the remainder of my time if 
the Senator from Oklahoma will yield 
back the remainder of his time. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
is yielded back. 

Under the previous order, amend
ment No. 252, offered by the Senator 
from Kentucky, is laid aside and the 
Senator from Minnesota is recognized 
to offer an amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 253 

(Purpose: To decrease the amount of an eligi
ble candidate's personal funds that may be 
used in an election campaign) 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 

WELLSTONE] proposes an amendment num
bered 253. 

On page 13, line 18, strike "$250,000" and in
sert "$25,000". 

On page 52, line 10, strike "$250,000" and in
sert "$25,000" . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there is 10 minutes 
on this amendment, equally divided. 

Who yields time? The Senator from 
Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
first of all, let me say how proud I am 
to have Senator BoREN, Senator 
CONRAD, Senator DASCHLE, Senator 
FORD, Senator HARKIN, Senator 
METZENBAUM, Senator MITCHELL, Sen
ator SIMON, Senator LEVIN, Senator 
SASSER, and Senator DODD as cospon
sors of this amendment. 

I assured the Senator from Kentucky 
who has certainly, I think, distin
guished himself, agree or disagree, in a 
long day of debate that I would be very 
brief. Tomorrow we will have more 
time to discuss this. 

I want to say to the Senator from 
Kentucky, it is tough for a colleage 
teacher to try and do this is about 3 
minutes, but I am going to give it may 
best shot. 

Mr. President, the amendment I offer 
tonight is very straightforward. It sim
ply lowers the amount that candidates 
can contribue to their own campaigns 
from $250,000 to $25,000. 

This is a limited amendment, but it 
sends an important message. What I 
am trying to ·do with this amendment 
is to deal with what I think is a real 
economic bias to this $250,000 thresh
old. 

Mr. President, this amendment really 
raises 'one question, and I think it is a 
fundamental question about this 
threshold: What percentage of Amer
ican people have the financial where
withal to contribute a quarter of mil
lion dollars directly, or in the form of 
a loan, to their own campaign? 

I will admit that I do not have the 
exact figures on this, but my gut tells 
me that not very many people in our 
country can contribute that kind of 
money either as a direct gift to their 
own campaign or in the form of a loan. 

Mr. President, I also want to make 
sure above and beyond their first prob
lem which deals with people not being 
able to take advantage of their own 
high income, that high income should 
not be really a major issue in any kind 
of Senate compaign, to deal with what 
I think is another kind of a problem. 

I want to point out that for Presi
dential compaigns, in exchange for 
benefits, candidates are limited to a 
$50,000 contribution. It seems to me odd 
that in a Senate race in one State a 
man or woman running for a U.S. Sen
ate position would be able to contrib
ute five times as much money to his or 
her own campaign than someone run
ning for President of the United States. 

So, Mr. President, what I am trying 
to do is bring this system more into 
line with the way we have conducted 
the Presidential election. I offer this 
amendment as something which I 
think will make our system more equi
table, more fair, and more just. 

I view this, and I believe Senator 
BOREN and Senator MITCHELL and the 
Senator from Kentucky and other lead
ership on this issue also view it as a 
perfecting amendment. I think while it 
is a small step, it is a small step that 
sends a message that the American 
people will understand. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The Senator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, if there is 

no further debate on the other side of 
the aisle, I suggest to my colleague 
from Minnesota that we yield back all 
time remaining to him at this point on 
the amendment, which I am proud to 
cosponsor, and ask my colleague from 
Kentucky to yield back all time to
night on the Wellstone amendment. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I yield back my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kentucky yields back all 
time. The Senator from Minnesota is 
controlling 1 minute 47 seconds. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
will yield that time back to the Sen
ator from Oklahoma. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Minnesota has yielded back 
his time. 

Mr. BOREN. We yield back all time, 
Mr. President 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, sev
eral years ago, a clothing store adver
tisement in the New York Times 
caught my eye. It consisted of a pic
ture of an American flag set on fire, 
with the words "We May Be Hated, But 
at Least We Look Cool" emblazoned 
across it. The ad was not very big, and 
I have not the vaguest idea whether it 

had any effect at all on the store's 
sales. 

But it represented a twist on the old 
adage about a picture being worth a 
thousand words-that ad spoke vol
umes about the dangerous tendency in 
our age and in our culture to be more 
interested in how things look than in 
what they really are. 

In my view, this elevation of appear
ance-indeed what really amounts to 
nothing less than a national obsession 
with appearance-has had an enor
mously detrimental effect on the way 
elected officials do their jobs and in
deed on how people get thems~lves 
elected in the first place. The underly
ing problems involved in the decline in 
the public's trust and confidence in 
Congress is at least in large part due to 
this obsession and its manifestations. 
Sound bites have replaced informed de
bate-nationwide fundraising has re
placed neighbor-to-neighbor 
networking-and, at its worst, simplis
tic rhetoric becomes a substitute for 
effective public policy. 

No doubt like every one of my col
leagues on both sides of the aisle , I 
have spent a considerable amount of 
time in recent years wrestling with the 
various issues thrown together under 
the general heading of "campaign fi
nance reform.'' Each of us is painfully 
aware that Congress, the greatest de
liberative body in the world and the 
very bedrock of our democratic system, 
now ranks somewhere beneath "Dog 
Catcher" in public opinion polls. 

In fact, I am afraid I have been ignor
ing this larger point. That is: If you 
start from the premise that the 
public's trust and confidence are more 
important than anything else-and 
that without them, nothing else is pos
sible-then the line with regard to 
these particular issues between how 
things look and what they really are 
starts to become very fuzzy and ulti
mately irrelevant anyway. If we have 
in place a system which encourages or
ganizations and corporations to give 
politicians and their campaigns large 
sums of money, then it does not matter 
much if individual politicians know 
that they are not influenced by that 
money, the appearance of a potential 
problem is there in the first place. 

Do I think that honoraria and PAC 
contributions necessarily translate 
into influence peddling by special in
terests? Of course not. But would ban
ning honoriaria get us that much fur
ther away from the appearance of a po
tential problem? I do not think there is 
any question but that it would. Therein 
lies my point: We too often behave as if 
we are playing some game of chicken 
with the public's trust, the object of 
which is to come as close to losing the 
trust we have been given without going 
over the line. 

But, Mr. President, this is not play
ing a game at all. This is very serious 
business: and the object-the respon-
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sibility with which we have been en
trusted-is to do everything we pos
sibly can to preserve and nurture the 
public's trust and confidence in us and 
in this institution. That means doing 
everything we can to eliminate the 
shadow of doubt these things cast. 

The legislation now before us is not a 
magic wand-all the rhetoric aside, we 
cannot wave it and restore the public's 
trust and confidence in Congress and in 
each one of us. Indeed, the underlying 
problems cannot be solved with policy 
pronouncements or legal requirements 
of any kind, for the underlying prob
lems involve something far more pro
found than some laundry list of "thou 
shalt nots" could ever even address. 

That said, however, I do believe that 
banning honoraria, eliminating PAC's 
and imposing limits on campaign 
spending represent rather significant 
steps in the right direction. The same 
conclusions that led me to announce 
earlier this year that I will no longer 
accept gifts or honoraria and will re
sign from the boards of all organiza
tions that could potentially have an in
terest in Federal legislation have led 
me to change my positions on these is
sues now. 

In a nation where hundreds of thou
sands of people literally do not have 
shelter or enough to eat, raising and 
spending vast sums of money on politi
cal campaigns is not only a very real 
problem but also just plain obscene. 
The question for most of us in this par
ticular regard is not whether to limit 
campaign spending but how to do it. 
Perhaps the proposal contained in this 
legislation will be deemed unconstitu
tional-! am very sensitive to that 
problem. But after a great deal of 
thought-and a bruising reelection 
campaign last fall-I am no longer con
vinced that the potential for these lim
itations being deemed unconstitutional 
somewhere down the line necessarily 
argues against them, at least insofar as 
nobody seems to have a better idea. 
Put simply, I think we must-at a min
imum-go on record on this issue. And 
as I read it, that is precisely what this 
legislation does: even if it is ultimately 
deemed unconstitutional, it does put us 
on record in support of campaign 
spending limitations. 

Banning honoraria and eliminating 
PAC contributions are fundamentally 
different issues-and there are those 
who will argue that the rush to do 
these things is merely an extension of 
our national obsession with how things 
look. They will argue that these things 
are themselves nothing more than sim
plistic rhetoric, and that banning 
honoraria and eliminating PAC con
tributions will do nothing more than 
make the general public think that the 
underlying problems have been 
solved-without ever really addressing 
them in the first place. I find these ar
guments quite compelling: at least in
sofar as I reject the increasingly popu-

lar motion that honoraria and P AC's 
are synonymous with special interests. 

I have been in the Senate for 25 
years-a quarter of a century. For all 
its frustrations, I love this institution 
and I am tremendously proud to serve 
in it. Morever, I am tremendously 
proud to live in a nation that is served 
by it: for as I said, this institution is 
the very bedrock of our democratic 
system. That is why I think we must 
do everything we can to restore the 
public's trust and confidence and to set 
the very highest possible standard: for 
ourselves and for Congress as a whole. 
Unfortunately, the only method avail
able for restoring trust in actual virtue 
is by changing mechanisms which may 
not be substantively negative, but pro
vide a negative appearance. 

Sadly, this is a paradox we can avoid. 
We must restore the appearance of pro
priety to restore the public's trust. I do 
not think I exaggerate when I say that, 
in so doing, we will be restoring the 
public's trust and confidence in democ
racy itself. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent there be a period 
for morning business with Senators 
permitted to speak therein. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

TRIBUTE TO ROSINA BULLINGTON 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, May 26 

marks a milestone in the life of a dedi
cated public servant. I rise to ask my 
colleagues to join me in a special trib
ute to Rosina Bullington, Assistant 
General Counsel to the U.S. Depart
ment of Agriculture, who on that day 
will mark her 50th year of service to 
the people of the United States. Her 
commitment to service is rare. 

As chairman of the Senate Commit
tee on Agriculture, Nutrition and For
estry, I like to think that I have some 
degree of influence over the direction 
of U.S. agricultural law. That influ
ence, however, pales in comparison 
with Ms. Bullington's distinguished ca
reer. 

Originally from Hillsboro, IL, Rosina 
Bullington has helped implement the 
agricultural policies of 10 Presidents, 
beginning with Franklin D. Roosevelt, 
27 Congresses, and 12 Secretaries of Ag
riculture. She has served under 14 Gen
eral Counsels. In that time, the law as
sociated with United States agricul
tural policy has grown from a rel
atively manageable number of provi
sions to an extremely complex array of 
statutes, regulations, and case law that 
is almost impenetrable to someone not 
already expert in the field. 

During the entire existence of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation as a 
Federal corporation. Ms. Bullington 
has served to interpret, guide, and ad-

vise on its legal authorities. Beginning 
in 1948, the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion has been the principal tool for im
plementing U.S. agricultural policy. Its 
pervasive presence in the United 
States-and less directly the world's
agricultural sector has required contin
uous delicate legal judgment and anal
ysis regarding the limi tys of its au
thority, its obligations as prescribed by 
Congress, and its responsibility to U.S. 
farmers, agri-business, and other af
fected industries in the U.S. economy. _ 

For over 30 years, Rosina Bullington 
has guided the development and con
duct of programs under many foreign 
assistance laws, including the Agricul
tural Trade Development and Assist
ance Act of 1954, commonly known as 
Food for Peace. She has assisted in de
veloping the role of the Department of 
Agriculture in international debt re
structuring efforts and has been the 
guiding force in a consistent, reasoned 
interpretation of section 22 of the Agri
cultural Adjust_ment Act, a law which 
protects many of our domestic price 
support programs from injurious im-
ports. , 

As a result, in the area of inter
national and domestic agricultural 
law, Ms. Bullington now serves as an 
invaluable expert, resource person and 
institutional memory. 

From the New Deal to the Great So
ciety and even through the Reagan rev
olution, Ms. Bullington has been one of 
those responsible for figuring it all out, 
for giving meaning and reason to less 
than precise legislation. And for these 
50 years, she has never wavered in her 
integrity and her resolute determina
tion to uphold the-law as written, de
spite political pressures and the whims 
of bureaucrats. 

Being a female attorney during a 
time and in an area dominated by 
males was not easy. The system some
times worked against women, espe
cially women who had to balance the 
demands of raising these children. But 
she persevered. And for those who ques
tion why she continues in her job into 
her second 50 years, it is because her 
title did not come easy, her respon
sibilities are important, and she knows 
no one can do it better. 

Farmers, developing countries, the 
hungry people of the world who were 
fed by U.S. food assistance programs. 
U.S. agriculture as a whole, and the 
U.S. Congress are deeply in her debt. 
She has been and continues to be an in
spiration. Rosina Bullington brings 
great credit to all attorneys in the 
Federal Government. 

FORMER SECRETARY OF STATE 
CYRUS VANCE ANALYZES "NEW 
WORLD ORDER" IN FLETCHER 
SCHOOL ADDRESS 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, our distin

guished former Secretary of State, the 
Honorable Cyrus Vance, gave an elo-
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quent and important address at the 
Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy 
on May 12 entitled "A New World 
Order?" 

The New World Order that Mr. Vance 
describes goes beyond the narrow bor
ders of military security. It goes be
yond simplistic notions of the United 
States as a world policeman. 

Mr. Vance's New World Order encom
passes international peace and secu
rity, economic development, the prob
lems of excessive population growth 
and environmental deterioration, the 
need to strengthen democracy and 
human rights, and the need to rebuild 
our international institutions. 

This is a comprehensive analysis by 
one of our most experienced and quali
fied statesmen. I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of Secretary Vance's 
statement be printed in the RECORD at 
this point. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

A NEW WORLD ORDER? 

(Remarks by Cyrus Vance, the Fletcher 
School of Law and Diplomacy, May 12, 1991) 
The two and one-half years since 1989 will 

unquestionably be remembered as a time 
when unprecedented and unexpected events 
took place at every turn. And, in the wake of 
those events it will be remembered that lit
erally dozens of people began offering defini
tions of something called "a new world 
order." A number of them seem to have in 
mind only enhanced military security. 

For my part, I am convinced that a "new 
world order" cannot be confined to questions 
of military security, or based on notions of 
the United States as world arbiter. 

In that spirit and recognizing that the new 
world situation encourages us to look for so
lutions that would have been previously im
possible, let me offer a few ambitious sugges
tions. 

A new world order, I believe, should be 
structured along the general lines of the re
cent Stockholm Initiative to meet the fol
lowing imperatives: 

International peace and security; 
Sustained economic development; 
Curbing uncontrolled population growth 

and environmental degradation; 
Fostering democracy and human rights; 

and 
Strengthening international institutions. 

INTERNATIONAL PEACE AND SECURITY 

The first and primary imperative of a new 
world order must be the maintenance of 
peace and security on both a global and re
gional scale. 

Although the Cold War may be over, and 
no immediate major conflict seems likely to 
engage the United States, we need look no 
further than the nightly television network 
news to recognize that national, ethnic, reli
gious, economic and other conflicts-both 
across and inside present national borders
pose potential threats to peace and security. 

Beyond maintaining appropriate military 
capabilities, we should begin our search for 
peace and greater security by stengthening 
the mandate and the capabilities of the insti
tution that has the widest and most poten
tially-effective reach-the United Nations. 

The UN's collective security potential was 
at least partially demonstrated during the 
Gulf crisis. After Iraq's invasion of Kuwait, 

nations working within the UN framework 
impressively and effectively applied an un
precedented policy of embargo and contain
ment. And, when the war ended, there was no 
choice but to turn to the United Nations to 
provide long-term stability and humani
tarian aid. 

Yet, with new thinking in mind, imagine 
for a moment what might have been possible 
had the UN possessed the capacity to head 
off or avert Iraq's aggression. 

In this connection, Prime Minister Ingvar 
Carlsson's Stockholm Initiative rec
ommends, among other things, the establish
ment of a global emergency system within 
the United Nations. 

Under this proposal, which I enthusiasti
cally support, permanent UN political offices 
would be established in key places, such as 
India/Pakistan, South Korea/North Korea, 
Iraq/Kuwait, and Iran, to provide early-warn
ing of potential aggression. But that, alone, 
would be inadequate. The UN also needs its 
own collective security forces-by which I 
mean earmarked forces that are available on 
the call of the Security Council-to inter
vene, forcibly if necessary, when the Secu
rity Council so determines. 

To make the global emergency system ef
fective, the Secretary-General should be 
granted greater leeway to deploy the organi
zation's diplomatic monitoring, and dispute
resolution capabilities whenever requested 
by a member state. 

Returning to the Gulf crisis, a UN with 
such capacity and authority could have post
ed intermediary forces on the Iraq-Kuwait 
border could have facilitated peaceful discus
sion of the two countries' border disputes, 
and could have signaled that Iraqi aggression 
would trigger a collective response by the 
world community. 

But the United Nations cannot be every
where. To keep the peace, we also need to 
modernize regional security arrangements, 
particularly in volatile areas like the Middle 
East and South Asia, where no effective re
gional institutions now exist. 

The Conference on Security and Coopera
tion in Europe--known as CSCE-has facili
tated to a major degree the post Cold War 
thaw which has taken place in Eastern and 
Central Europe. NATO, of course, was the 
Western shield which kept a fragile situation 
stable until a thaw could take place. But it 
was CSCE, through treaties and confidence
building measures, which helped the West, 
the Soviets, and the Warsaw Pact countries 
work their way through an essentially peace
ful transition to democracy and free-market 
economies. 

In the wake of the Gulf war, this model 
should be considered for the Middle East. Ob
viously, on one level, a regional conference 
would discuss Arab-Israeli relations and the 
issue of a Palestinian homeland. But, on an
other level, affected nations both inside and 
outside the region could tackle a broader 
range of issues, including regional security 
arrangements, human rights, environmental 
degradation, economic cooperation, and re
straints on all kinds of weapons. 

As to the latter, there is a crying need to 
rid the Middle East of weapons of mass de
struction and methods of delivery as soon as 
possible, but the limitation of conventional 
arms exports to the Middle East must also be 
addressed as an i tern of top priority. 

Here at home, we regard it as quite normal 
that we should be beginning a major mili
tary build-down. With the presently fading 
Soviet threat, we are beginning to reduce 
strategic weapons and other expenditures 
and to reallocate the resources to domestic 

priorities. Yet, in the Middle East and much 
of the rest of the world, arms sales continue 
only slightly abated. Unfortunately, we and 
other arms-exporting nations persist in view
ing such buildups as commercial opportuni
ties rather than potential threats to regional 
and, as we have recently seen, our own secu
rity. We urgently need a convention limiting 
the sale of conventional arms, especially in 
the Middle East. 

SUSTAINED ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

Correspondingly, peace and development 
will be served if a prospective new world 
order includes a recommitment to inter
national economic cooperation and increased 
development assistance. 

Both t.he United States and other countries 
have had recent bouts of protectionist flu as 
economic pressures and changing world trad
ing patterns have endangered the previous 
worldwide consensus on access to goods and 
money. 

President Kennedy, when he signed the his
toric Trade Expansion Act of 1962, remarked 
that "a rising tide lifts all boats." The 
premise remains true but, sadly, its support 
is less widespread than one would hope. 

The General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade needs to be reinforced, not weakened, 
as seems to be the drift today. When the 
International Monetary Fund and World 
Bank were created at Bretton Woods, the 
GATT was seen as the global trade organiza
tion which could accommodate the interests 
of both developed and developing countries 
while holding back the protectionist and 
mercantilist forces which were so destruc
tive in the past. But protectionist forces now 
seem unfortunately to be gaining strength, 
rather than waning. 

The GATT, World Bank, IMF and UNCTAD 
(the UN Trade and Development organiza
tion) all are important global institutions. 
They are complemented by regional trade 
and financial entities ranging from the Euro
pean Community to · the Asian, African and 
Latin American development banks and, 
now, the new European Bank for Reconstruc
tion and Development. 

Over the past several years, fresh regional 
groups have taken on new life. That is good. 
But, it would be tragic for all of us if this 
were to end up dividing the world into Euro
pean, Asian, and North American economic 
blocs pitted against each other, while leav
ing the world's poor nations on the outside 
looking in. 

Have-not nations cannot prosper absent a 
free and open international economic and fi
nancial environment. But such an environ
ment alone will not ensure sustained growth. 
No viable new world order can be based on a 
trickle-down theory. 

We must not forget, however, that the his
tory of the past 40 years has been replete 
with surprising economic-success stories. 
The development process, once begun, takes 
on a dynamic momentum that carries it for
ward at a self-sustaining rate. Certain inter
related factors can be identified as reasons 
for success. 

Investments in human capital through bet
ter education, health, population planning, 
and training. r 

Investments in infrastructure and industry 
which have the long-term prospect of bring
ing success in international markets. 

Development of domestic agricultural pro
duction, distribution, and processing. 

By the same token, we have learned that 
grandiose projects such as dams, super
highways, steel mills and modern airport 
complexes often do not make sense unless 
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they are part of sound, overall plans for sus
tainable economic development. 

We must face the dual realities that slow 
growth in both developed and developing na
tions illustrates a down side of interdepend
ence, namely that slow growth in each de
creases demand for products of the other. 
Similarly, we must also recognize that debt 
service continues to consume a major share 
of developing country resources. Even re
source-rich but heavily indebted potential 
powerhouses such as Brazil and Mexico will 
do well in the next decade not to lose 
ground. And it is evident that these issues 
are severely aggravated by problems of popu
lation, environment and refugees. 

The common threat that links these com
plex and intersecting factors is evident: No 
nation can resolve all its own problems with
out the help of other nations. Common ac
tion is essential. 

We have learned from hard experience that 
multilateral global action is the only way we 
can achieve widespread sustainable growth 
and expanding investment. 

The United Nations estimates that Ol}e bil
lion people-one-fifth of the world popu
lation-now live in extreme poverty. Yet the 
World Bank estimates that with sufficient 
investment, this number could be reduced by 
almost half by the end of the decade. 

Such an effort would require that all na
tions commit themselves to simple and dis
crete targets. 

The worldwide cost of meeting key social
development targets is estimated at $20 bil
lion annually-the cost, if you will, of sus
taining the recent Persian Gulf war for a 
fortnight. 

It is all a question of priorities: do we care 
enough to make a similar investment in the 
future of humanity? 

The long-cited target for development as
sistance is that each industrialized country 
provide seven-tenths of one percent of its 
GNP to international development. With 
slow world growth, this will be hard to 
achieve. As we know, a heavily indebted de
veloping world will be hard pressed to borrow 
enough money or generate enough wealth in
ternally unless direct assistance is forthcom
ing and spent wisely. This is a reality we 
cannot avoid. 

CONFRONTING CRITICAL GLOBAL ISSUES 

There are two commanding and sensitive 
issues which both rich and poor must 
confront if a successful new world order is to 
emerge. I am talking, of course, about popu
lation and environment. The relevance of 
these subjects has recently been graphically 
and tragically demonstrated, once again, in 
Bangladesh. But Bangladesh, although par
ticularly heartwrenching, is not unique. 

As to population, as nations develop, birth 
rates invariably recede-another reason why 
promoting economic development is in our 
long-term interest. Nonetheless, longstand
ing religious and social pressures will con
tinue to make it difficult to curb population 
growth. 

It is sobering to realize that, if current 
projections hold, the 1990s will produce the 
largest generation yet born-with some 1.5 
billion children entering an already-crowded 
world. 

Population growth, by definition, tends to 
reduce standards of living except in nations 
which enjoy remarkable economic growth. 
Population growth also adds to environ
mental pressure-most directly, in areas 
where new deserts are created as forests are 
destroyed to provide land for cultivation. 
Such growth encourages exploitation of chil
dren, migrants, and others in the workplace. 
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It pits neighboring countries against each 
other as they feel the others' population 
pressures. 

It will take political courage, but leaders 
of both developed and developing nations 
must commit themselves to population plan
ning programs as an integral part of their 
plans for economic development. A good 
place to start would be for the United States 
to renew its funding of the UN Fund for Pop
ulation Activities. 

In contrast to population, the related issue 
of environment is on everyone's mind. But 
the question remains: Is the United States 
willing to invest the political and financial 
capital required? 

In the rush to development humanity has 
already done irreversible damage to the 
planet. And both developed and developing 
nations are to blame. 

More than half of Africa's arable land is at 
risk of becoming desert. One-third of Asia's 
and one-fifth of Latin America's land is in 
the same state. We know of the environ
mental catastrophe which exists in the So
viet Union and in much of Eastern and 
Central Europe. 

We are aware, however, that further dam
age can be checked and some of the prior 
damage reversed, if we muster the political 
will to act. 

One pattern for future progress is to be 
found in ideas such as Debt-for-Environment 
swaps, in which host countries receive debt 
relief in return for protecting vital environ
mental resources. The new Global Environ
ment Facility created by the UN and World 
Bank, and the private International Founda
tion for the Survival and Development of Hu
manity, created three years ago, have helped 
to raise public consciousness and to offer 
practical alternatives. One is that environ
mental impact assessments be built into eco
nomic development plans at both national 
and international levels. 

Issues of global warming and ozone deple
tion, already high on the international agen
da, must not be shunned or postponed simply 
because they are politically difficult. To 
come to grips with these challenges the na
tions of the Northern Hemisphere alone will 
need to reduce emissions of carbon dioxide 
from the combustion of oil, coal, and other 
fossil fuels by perhaps 50 percent in the next 
25 years or so. And we must eliminate the 
use of CFCs and halons on a far more rapid 
and comprehensive scale. 

The scope of the problem is illustrated by 
the stark fact that if just four industrializ
ing countries, India, Brazil, China, and Indo
nesia, were to increase their use of CFCs and 
halons up to the limit now permitted under 
the 1987 Montreal Protocol, the annual re
lease of CFCs would increase by 40 percent 
rather than diminish. 

Let us hope that next year, at the land
mark UN Conference on Environment and 
Development, the participants will move 
from rhetoric to action. And let us hope the 
United States will take the lead. 

FOSTERING DEMOCRACY AND HUMAN RIGHTS 

There is another issue which is all too 
often ignored. It is the erroneous belief that 
the internal affairs of other nations are not 
a proper subject for state-to-state discourse, 
and that internal events in other countries, 
such as human rights violations, are not our 
concern. I strongly disagree. 

Although our options may at times be lim
ited in dealing with such questions, we 
should never stop trying to apply diplomatic, 
economic, and political pressure that will 
help the human family continue its passage 

toward a more open, more democratic, and 
freer life. 

Lech Walesa and Vaclav Havel, among oth
ers, would endorse that view. So would the 
black citizens of South Africa and other na
tions where international support and pres
sure is helping to bring about change. So 
would citizens of China, still awaiting the 
day when their time, too, will come. 

Those countries which have attempted to 
create economic development in a totali
tarian framework have found it does not 
work. The human spirit, liberated, is capable 
of productivity and achievement undreamed 
of under the deadening hand of conformist 
control. Just as we have seen that economic 
and social policy steps are necessary for de
velopment, we have also seen that political 
steps contribute to development-the estab
lishment of constitutional government, the 
rule of law, accountability of governmental 

· officials, openness, and respect for human 
rights. 

Regarding the rule of law, I am encouraged 
by the current work of the "Permanent 5" 
members of the Security Council on an 
agreement to submit certain international 
disputes to the International Court of Jus
tice. Such an agreement is one of several 
ways governments could commit themselves 
to respect international law and accept the 
jurisdiction of the World Court. 

Moreover, I believe that, just as the United 
Nations should establish early-warning 
mechanisms to foresee and, if possible, fore
stall military conflict between nations, the 
UN should strengthen its machinery for 
monitoring and bringing pressure to bear on 
violations of political and human rights. 

And, just as direct intervention should be 
an option for the UN in a military crisis, so 
should it be in situations where humanity is 
in crisis. 

The past two and one-half years have been 
tumultuous. But they have demonstrated 
that the tide of history is not running in the 
wrong direction. Although often beyond our 
control, it is currently flowing toward open
ness and freedom of the individual-concepts 
that lie at the heart of much Western 
thought and certainly of our own American 
Revolution. 

In the decade of 1980s, we have seen in our 
own country the common good often subordi
nated to a selfish search for individual gain. 
I hope and believe your generation can and 
will reverse this in the decade that lies 
ahead. 

In the 1940s, the international community 
held historic summits in San Francisco and 
Bretton Woods which helped establish a basis 
for a more enlightened world order. The 
Stockholm Initiative, to which I have re
ferred earlier, proposes that a comparable 
World Summit on Global Governance should 
be called to address the unprecendented 
challenges and opportunities which confront 
us today. 

Such a Global Summit, which must be 
carefully prepared through a process of con
sultation and negotiation among the partici
pants, would, I suspect, lead not only the 
United States but most nations to the real
ization that it is incumbent on us to modern
ize present structures of cooperation-and to 
create new or modified institutions where 
needed. I refer particularly to the United Na
tions, which needs to be modernized, stream
lined, and strengthened to meet the tasks 
that face it. This will require a number of 
changes such as broadening the authority of 
the Secretary-General, and overhauling the 
UN financial system. 

This morning, I have suggested several 
other structural changes which would be 
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steps on the road to greater international 
peace and security . . . to shared and sus
tainable economic development ... to curb
ing uncontrolled population growth and en-
vironmental degradation ... to fostering de-
mocracy and human rights ... and to creat-
ing a world order in which both law and jus
tice become the norm, rather than the excep
tion. 

We have today an unparalleled chance to 
define the future. Let us seize the time. 

HAIL TO THE "PEACEMAKERS" 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I would 

like to bring to my colleagues atten
tion an editorial from the April 7, 1991, 
Santa Barbara News-Press entitled 
"Peacemakers." 

On the previous day, the Nuclear Age 
Peace Foundation welcomed the Dalai 
Lama of Tibet and Dr. Linus Pauling, 
both Nobel Prize Peace laureates, to 
Santa Barbara by bestowing upon them 
their Distinguished Peace Leadership 
Award and Lifetime Achievement 
Award, respectively. 

This was among the first of many 
honors the Dalai Lama received on his 
visit to the United States that cul
minated with his appearance in the 
Capitol rotunda on April18. 

It is most gratifying to learn that 
throughout his travels in the United 
States, the Dalai Lama had a receptive 
audience for his message of altruism 
and universal responsibility. Not only 
politicians in State capitals and Wash
ington, but scholars and young people 
came by the thousands to seek an al
ternative to violence and destruction 
in his philosophy of compassion, and to 
affirm their own identity as "peace
makers.'' 

I commend Mr. Frank K. Kelly, vice 
president of the Nuclear Age Peace 
Foundation, and all the other "peace
makers" who so warmly and rightly 
welcomed the Dalai Lama to the Unit
ed States this spring, and I ask that 
the editorial "Peacemakers" be print
ed in the RECORD. 
[From the Santa Barbara News-Press, Apr. 7, 

1991] 
PEACEMAKERS 

"Today more than ever before, life must be 
characterized by a sense of universal respon
sibility, not only nation to nation, and 
human to human, but also human to other 
forms of life. "-The Dalai Lama. 
It is a message that seems lost in a world 

saturated with images of war and barbarous 
massacres of innocent civilians under skies 
blackened by the smoke of a thousand oil 
wells wantonly set aflame. 

It is a message, however, that because of 
such atrocities, makes even more powerful 
and poignant the focus on peace this week
end in Santa Barbara. 

The Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, found
ed in Santa Barbara in 1982, honored two of 
the world's pre-eminent avocates for world 
peace during ceremonies Saturday night. Dr. 
Linus Pauling and Tibet's Dalai Lama, both 
former Nobel Peace Prize winners, received 
the foundation's first Lifetime Achievement 
Award and the 1991 Distinguished Peace 
Leadership A ward, respectively. 

Today, the Dalai Lama, forced in to exile in 
1959 after Chinese communists occupied his 
country, will speak before a sold-out audi
ence at UCSB. Since his exile, the world's 
foremost Buddhist and winner of the 1989 
peace prize has traveled the world "consist
ently advocating a non-violent solution to 
restoring Tibet's independence." 

In the words of Frank K. Kelly, the Peace 
Foundation's vice president, "He didn't call 
for U.S. troops to liberate Tibet," but has 
pursued a different path, attempting to ap
peal to the "conscience of humanity." 

Dr. Pauling, who was awarded the Nobel 
Price for chemistry in 1954, received the 1962 
peace price for his efforts to limit testing of 
nuclear warheads. "The peace prize is the 
one I value the most," says the 90-year-old 
Pauling, "because receiving it means to me 
that working for world peace is respectable." 
When hostilities erupted in the Persian Gulf, 
he spent $18,000 on two newspaper advertise
ments protesting the war. 

As profiles in courage and commitment to 
their ideals, the Dalai Lama and Dr. Pauling 
represent a point of view that exercises the 
cynics, particularly in a world that somehow 
continues to breed despots like Saddam Hus
sein. But that reality is precisely why the 
pursuit of world peace is "respectable," nec
essary and invaluable. 

By reminding all peoples of all societies 
that violence to any part injures the whole, 
the peacemakers keep planting the seeds 
that keep alive humanity's benevolence. 
And, as the interconnectedness of the global 
village becomes more and more intense, it 
only makes their efforts more compelling. 

TERRY ANDERSON 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 

to inform my colleagues that today 
marks the 2,257th day that Terry An
derson has been held captive in Le b
an on. 

THE CRISIS IN ETHIOPIA 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, this 

morning, facing his imminent over
throw by rebel forces, President 
Mengistu of Ethiopia abdicated his of
fice and fled the country. 

After years of atrocities-ranging 
from Government-induced famines to 
the bombing of peasant villages and 
other barbaric human rights violations 
under President Mengistu's brutal dic
tatorship-the people of Ethiopia now 
have a unique opportunity to join to
gether in a spirit of reconciliation to 
end the current civil war and to form a 
new, democratic government which 
recognizes the basic human rights of 
its peoples. 

The warring factions are at a critical 
juncture. They can take advantage of 
this window of opportunity and agree 
to an immediate cease-fire and nego
tiations toward a peaceful future. Or, 
they can continue the bloodshed and 
violence that has plagued the country 
in recent years. 

Ethiopia's future will be shaped by 
the events of the next few weeks. All 
Ethiopians, and all friends of Ethiopia, 
know that a just and lasting solution 
to the problems in this region of the 

world can only be reached through a 
peaceful and open political dialog. Re
sort to further violence will only 
compound the tragedy of the past. 

I encourage all parties to this con
troversy to take immediate steps to 
pursue a path toward peace. I commend 
the administration for its offers to help 
mediate, and I hope that the good of
fices of the United States will be uti
lized at this critical time in the search 
for a peaceful settlement. 

The peoples of this region have a long 
history of conflict. But they also share 
the same goals-peace, justice, and a 
better life. We should do all we can at 
this critical turning point to ensure 
that their efforts are successful. 

REMOVAL OF INJUNCTION OF 
SECRECY 

Mr. BOREN. As in executive session, 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the injunction of secrecy be 
removed from the Convention for the 
Prohibition of Fishing with Long 
Driftnets in the South Pacific (Treaty 
Document No. 102-7), transmitted to 
the Senate today by the President; 
that the treaty be considered as having 
been read the first time; that it be re
ferred with the accompanying papers 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations 
and ordered to be printed; and that the 
President's message be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The message of the President is as 
follows: 

To the Senate of the United States: 
· I transmit herewith, for the advice 

and consent of the Senate to ratifica
tion, the Convention for the Prohibi
tion of Fishing with Long Driftnets in 
the South Pacific, done at Wellington 
on November 24, 1989 (the "Wellington 
Convention"), and Protocol I, done at 
Noumea on October 20, 1990, to the Wel
lington Convention. 

The Wellington Convention was nego
tiated by the South Pacific states and 
is designed to prohibit driftnet fishing 
in the South Pacific Ocean. The Con
vention prohibits the use of driftnets 
or the transshipment of driftnet 
catches in waters under the fisheries 
jurisdiction of the parties within the 
Convention area, and by vessels and 
nationals of the parties anywhere with
in the Convention area. For the United 
States, these obligations will apply to 
the United States Exclusive Economic 
Zone around American Samoa and cer
tain unincorporated U.S. islands and to 
U.S. nationals and vessels documented 
under U.S. laws fishing within the Con
vention area. 

Protocol I to the Wellington Conven
tion was adopted by the South Pacific 
states as the instrument by which dis
tant water fishing nations, whose na
tionals and vessels fish in the Conven-
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tion area, agree to prohibit their na
tionals and vessels from fishing with 
driftnets in that area. 

Public Law 101-627 amends the Mag
nuson Fisheries Conservation and Man
agement Act [MFCMA] to, among 
other things, prohibit driftnet fishing 
in waters subject to U.S. fisheries ju
risdiction, and by U.S. vessels and na
tionals anywhere. As a result, no addi
tional legislation will be required for 
the United States to implement the 
Convention. 

Ratification of the Wellington Con
vention and Protocol I is consistent 
with U.S. policy on driftnet fishing. 
Section 107 of Public Law 101--627 pro
vides that it is the policy of the Con
gress that the United States should 
support the Wellington Convention and 
secure a permanent ban on the use of 
large-scale driftnets on the high seas of 
the world. Early ratification by the 
United States will demonstrate U.S. 
commitment to this policy and encour
age similar action by other nations 
whose participation in the Convention 
and Protocol I is important. 

I recommend that the Senate give 
early and favorable consideration to 
the Wellington Convention and Proto
col I and give its advice and consent to 
ratification, subject to the understand
ings described in the accompanying re
port of the Secretary of State. 

GEORGE BUSH. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 21, 1991. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages from the President of the 

United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. McCathran, one of 
his secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session the Presiding 

Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting a nomination and a 
treaty which were referred to the ap
propriate committees. 

(The nomination and treaty received 
today are printed at the end of the Sen
ate proceedings.) 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 3:33 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House disagrees to 
the amendments of the Senate to the 
bill (H.R. 2251) making dire emergency 
supplemental appropriations from con
tributions of foreign governments and/ 
or interest for humanitarian assistance 
to refugees and displaced persons in 
and around Iraq as a result of the re
cent invasion of Kuwait and for peace
keeping activities, and other urgent 
needs for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1991, and for other purposes; 

it agrees to the conference asked by 
the Senate on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses thereon, and appoints 
Mr. WIUTTEN, Mr. N ATCHER, Mr. SMITH 
of Iowa, Mr. YATES, Mr. OBEY, Mr. ROY
BAL, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. 
TRAXLER, Mr. LEHMAN of Florida, Mr. 
DIXON, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. 
MCDADE, Mr. MYERS of Indiana, Mr. 
MILLER of Ohio, Mr. YOUNG of Florida, 
Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma, Mr. RoG
ERS, and Mr. SKEEN as managers of the 
conference on the part of the House. 

At 8:12 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House has agreed to 
the following concurrent resolution, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 155. A concurrent resolution 
expressing the profound regret of the Con
gress regarding the assassination of Rajiv 
Gandhi of India. 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports and doc
uments, which were referred as indi
cated: 

EC-1223. A communication from the Comp
troller General of the United States, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on the de
ferral of certain Department of Defense 
budget authority that was not reported to 
the Congress; pursuant to the order of Janu
ary 30, 1975, as modifed on April 11, 1986, re
ferred jointly to the Committee on Appro
priations, the Committee on the Budget, and 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-1224. A communication from the Gen
eral Counsel of the Department of Defense, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to amend title 10, United States Code, to 
allow the commanders of the unified and 
specified combatant commands to pay for, or 
authorize payment for, deployment of cer
tain forces assigned to their commands for 
training, and training with the military and 
other security forces of friendly countries 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC-1225. A communication from the Gen
eral Counsel of the Department of Defense, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to amend chapter 631 of title 10, United 
States Code, authorizing additional foreign 
countries to acquire supplies and services 
from the Department of the Navy; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-1226. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Office of Management and Budget, 
Executive Office of the President, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, the third report on 
United States costs in the Persian Gulf con
flict and foreign contributions to offset such 
costs; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-1227. A communication from the Gen
eral Counsel of the Department of the Treas
ury, transmitting a draft of proposed legisla
tion to authorize appropriations for the 
United States Mint for the fiscal years 1992 
and 1993; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-1228. A communication from the Sec
retary of Housing and Urban Development, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the annual re-

port of the Federal Housing Administration 
for fiscal year 1989; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-1229. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Office of Management and Budget, 
Executive Office of the President, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, the report on direct 
spending or receipts for P.L. 102-40; to the 
Committee on the Budget. 

EC-1230. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Office of Management and Budget, 
Executive Office of the President, transmit
ting, pursuant to the law, the "Pay-As You 
Go" status report as of May 13, 1991; to the 
Committee on the Budget. 

EC-1231. A communication from the Chair
man and Chief Executive Office of the Com
munications Satellite Corporation, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, the annual report 
of the Corporation for 1990; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-1232. A communication from the Sec
retary of Transportation, transmitting, pur
suant to law, a report entitled "Commercial 
Motor Vehicle Speed Control Devices"; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC-1233. A communication from the Assist
ant General Counsel of the Department of 
Energy, transmitting, pursuant to law, no
tice of a meeting related to the International 
Energy Program; to the Committee on En
ergy and Natural Resources. 

EC-1234. A communication from the Sec
retary of the Interior, transmitting, pursu
ant to law, the annual report on the Outer 
Continental Shelf Natural Gas and Oil Leas
ing and Production Program for fiscal year 
1990; to the Committee on Energy and Natu
ral Resources. 

EC-1235. A communication from the Dep
uty Secretary of the Agriculture, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, the annual report of 
the Department of Agriculture on its hazard
ous waste management activities for cal
endar year 1990; to the Committee on Envi
ronment and Public Works. 

EC-1236. A communication from the Acting 
Chairman of the United States International 
Trade Commission, transmitting a draft of 
proposed legislation to provide authorization 
of appropriations for the United States 
International Trade Commission for fiscal 
year 1993 and fiscal year 1994; to the Commit
tee on Finance. 

EC-1237. A communication from the Ad
ministrator of the Health Care Financing 
Administration Department of Health and 
Human Services, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on the Rural Health Care Tran
sition Grant Program; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

EC-1238. A communication from the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
progress made during 1990 to implement a 
program of research on outcomes of health 
care services and procedures; to the Commit
tee on Finance. 

EC-1239. A communication from the Assist
ant Secretary of State (Legislative Affairs), 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report on 
implementation of the United States Gov
ernment Assistance program for Central and 
Eastern Europe; to the Committee on For
eign Relations. 

EC-1240. A communication from the Assist
ant Secretary of State (Legislative Affairs), 
transmitting, pursuant to law, notice of the 
Presidential authorization and use of certain 
refugee assistance funds; to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

EC-1241. A communication from the Sec
retary of Transportation, transmitting a 
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draft of proposed legislation to amend title 
31, United States Code, to permit designation 
by the President of a Chief Financial Officer 
at the Department of Transportation who is 
appointed in the competitive service; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1242. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior (Policy, 
Management and Budget), transmitting, pur
suant to law, a report on the self-governance 
baseline measurements; to the Select Com
mittee on Indian Affairs. 

EC-1243. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting a draft of 
proposed legislation to amend the Emer
gency Immigrant Education Act of 1984 to 
simplify and improve the allocation of funds, 
to ensure that program funds are more spe
cifically targeted to meet the special edu
cational needs of eligible immigrant children 
without supplanting State and local funds, 
to clarify ambiguous provisions, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources. 

EC-1244. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting a draft of 
proposed legislation to make certain amend
ments to the Act of September 30, 1950 (Pub
lic Law 874, Eighty-first Congress), and the 
Act of September 23, 1950 (Public Law 815, 
Eighty-first Congress), and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

EC-1245. A communication from the Acting 
Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition), 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
Department of Defense Procurement from 
Small and Other Business Firms for the pe
riod October 1990 through February 1991; to 
the Committee on Small Business. 

EC-1246. A communication from the Sec
retary of Veterans Affairs, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation to amend title 
38, United States Code, to require, after the 
effective date of this amendment, licensure, 
certification or registration of social work
ers appointed in the Department of Veterans 
Affairs; to the Committee on Veterans' Af
fairs. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. HOLLINGS, from the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: 

Report to accompany the bill (S. 521) to 
amend section 315 of the Communications 
Act of 1934 with respect to the purchase and 
use of broadcast time by candidates for pub
lic office, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 
102-59). 

By Mr. FORD, from the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, with an amend
ment in the nature of a substitute. 

S. 250. A bill to establish national voter 
registration procedures for Federal elec
tions, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 102-
60). 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. HARKIN (for himself, Mr. 
DURENBERGER, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. SIMON, Mr. DODD, Mr. 
ADAMS, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. BINGA-

MAN, Mr. JEFFORDS, and Mr. COCH
RAN): 

S. 1106. A bill to amend the Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act to strength- · 
en such Act, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources. 

By Mr. SHELBY: 
S. 1107. A bill to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to provide for the payment, on 
an interim basis, of compensation, depend
ency, and indemnity compensation, and pen
sion to veterans and their survivors and de
pendents if their claims for those benefits 
are not decided by the Department of Veter
ans Affairs within specified time limits; to 
the Committee on Veterans Affairs. 

By Mr. WIRTH: 
S. 1108. A bill to require a 2-year morato

rium on the burning of hazardous wastes in 
cement kilns, and to provide a study by the 
Administrator of the Environmental Protec
tion Agency; to the Committee on Environ
ment and Public Works. 

By Mr. GORE (for himself, Mr. SASSER, 
Mr. BOREN, and Mr. NICKLES): 

S. 1109. A bill to amend section 547 of title 
11, United States Code to provide that cer
tain withdrawal transactions made by de
positors from certain financial institutions 
not be avoided as preferential transfers; to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. KASTEN: 
S. 1110. A bill to amend the Federal Food, 

Drug, and Cosmetic Act to require that 
standards of identity for milk include cer
tain minimum standards regarding milk sol
ids, and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Labor and Human Resources. 

By Mr. MITCHELL (for himself, Mr. 
COHEN, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. 
KERREY, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. RIEGLE, 
Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. METZENBAUM, 
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. EXON, Mr. BROWN, 
and Mr. DIXON): 

S. 1111. A bill to protect the Public from 
Health Risks from Radiation Exposure from 
Low Level Radioactive Waste, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

By Mr. HOLLINGS (for himself, Mr. 
MITCHELL, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. WIRTH, 
Mr. KOHL, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. LUGAR, 
Mr. BRYAN, Mr. ROBB, Mr. COHEN, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. BURNS, Mr. 
CHAFEE, and Mrs. KASSEBAUM): 

S. 1112. A bill to establish a commission to 
advise the President on proposals for na
tional commemorative events; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PELL (by request): 
· S. 1113. A bill to amend the Peace Corps 

Act to provide authorization of appropria
tions for the Peace Corps of the United 
States for fiscal years 1992 and 1993; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mrs. KASSEBAUM (for herself, Mr. 
DOLE and Mr. BOREN): 

S. 1114. A bill to amend the National Trails 
System Act to designate the Frontier Mili
tary Road for Study for potential addition to 
the National Trails System; to the Commit
tee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

S. 1115. A bill to amend the National Trails 
System Act to designate certain cattle trails 
and overland stage trails for study for poten
tial addition to the National Trails System; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

By Mrs. KASSEBAUM: 
S. 1116. A bill to allow certain insured de

pository institutions to forgo their insured 
status and engage in a broad range of re
stricted financial service activities and for 

other purposes; to the Committee on Bank
ing, llousing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN: 
S. 1117. A bill to establish the Bureau of 

Land Management Foundation; to the Com
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. ADAMS: 
S. 1118. A bill to authorize highway 

projects capable of achieving a reduction in 
single occupancy vehicle miles traveled and 
volatile organic emissions; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

By Mr. ADAMS (for himself and Mr. 
KENNEDY): 

S. 1119. A bill to amend part F of title IV 
of the Higher Education Act of 1965 regard
ing the computation of the expected family 
contribution to exclude the portion of the 
current market value of a family's principal 
place of residence or farm on which the fam
ily resides which· exceeds twice the family's 
total income; to the Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources. 

By Mr. RIEGLE: 
S. 1120. A bill to provide for a demonstra

tion project to examine whether having a 
respiratory care practitioner available to 
provide assistance in a home setting would 
reduce the overall costs under medicare of 
providing care to pulmonary disease patients 
by decreasing hospitalization rates for such 
patients; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. WARNER (for himself, Mr. KAS
TEN, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. MACK, Mr. 
COATS, Mr. SANFORD, Mr. BOREN, Mr. 
NICKLES, Mr. ROBB, and Mr. KOHL): 

S. 1121. A bill to authorize funds for con
struction of highways for highway safety 
programs, for mass transportation programs, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

By Mr. BRYAN: 
S.J. Res. 148. A joint resolution designat

ing October 8, 1991, as "National Firefighters 
Day"; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. PELL (for himself and Mr. 
DOLE): 

S. Res. 129. Resolution regarding the re
cent parliamentary elections in Albania; to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. BURDICK: 
S. Res. 130. Resolution authorizing the use 

of the Hart Building atrium for a concert by 
the Congressional Chorus; considered and 
agreed to. 

By Mr. MITCHELL (for himself, Mr. 
DOLE, Mr. PELL, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. 
HATFIELD, Mr. ADAMS, Mr. AKAKA, 
Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. EIDEN, 
Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. BOND, Mr. BOREN, 
Mr. BRADLEY, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. 
BROWN, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. 
BURDICK, . Mr. BURNS, Mr. BYRD, Mr. 
CHAFEE, Mr. COATS, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. 
COHEN, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. 
CRANSTON, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. DAN
FORTH, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. DECONCINI, 
Mr. DIXON, Mr. DODD, Mr. DOMENICI, 

· Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. EXON, Mr. 
FORD, Mr. FOWLER, Mr. GARN, Mr. 
GLENN, Mr. GORE, Mr. GoRTON, Mr. 
GRAHAM, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. GRASSLEY, 
Mr. HARKIN, Mr. HATCH, Mr. HEFLIN, 
Mr. HELMS, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. JOHNSTON, 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. KASTEN, Mr. 
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KENNEDY, Mr. KERREY, Mr. KERRY, 
Mr. KOHL, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. 
LEAHY, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, 
Mr. LOTT, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. MACK, Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. 
METZENBAUM, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. 
MURKOWSKI, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. NUNN, 
Mr. PACKWOOD, Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. 
PRYOR, Mr. REID, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. 
ROBB, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. ROTH, 
Mr. RUDMAN, Mr. SANFORD, Mr. SAR
BANES, Mr. SASSER, Mr. SEYMOUR, Mr. 
SHELBY, Mr. SIMON, Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. 
SMITH, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. STEVENS, 
Mr. SYMMS, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. WAL
LOP, Mr. WARNER, Mr. WELLSTONE, 
Mr. WIRTH, and Mr. WOFFORD): 

S. Res. 131. Resolution expressing the sense 
of the Senate over the assassination of Rajiv 
Gandhi, former Prime Minister of India; con
sidered and agreed to. 

By Mr. D'AMATO: 
S. Con. Res. 40. Concurrent resolution ex

pressing the sense of the Congress that the 
Federal Republic of Germany and the Repub
lic of Austria should take all applicable 
steps to halt the distribution of neo-Nazi 
computer games and prosecute anyone found 
in possession of these materials to the full 
extent of the law; to the Committee on For
eign Relations. 

By Mr. PELL (for himself, Mr. MoY
NIHAN, Mr. HELMS, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. 
D'AMATO, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. WAL
LOP, Mr. DIXON, Mr. RoBE, Mr. CRAN
STON, Mr. BRADLEY, and Mr. HAT
FIELD): 

S. Con. Res. 41. Concurrent resolution to 
express the sense of the Congress that Tibet, 
including those areas incorporated into the 
Chinese provinces of Sichuan Yunnan Gansu, 
and Qinghai that have historically been a 
part of Tibet, is an occupied country under 
established principles of international law 
whose true representatives are the Dalai 
Lama and the Tibetan government in exile 
as recognized by the Tibetan people; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. HARKIN (for himself, Mr. 
DURENBERGER, Mr. KENNEDY, 
Mr. HATCH, Mr. SIMON, Mr. 
DODD, Mr. ADAMS, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. 
JEFFORDS, and Mr. COCHRAN): 

S. 1106. A bill to amend the Individ
uals With Disabilities Education Act to 
strengthen such act, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 
INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACT 

AMENDMENTS 
• Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today on behalf of myself, Mr. DUREN
BERGER, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. HATCH, Mr. 
SIMON, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. DODD, Mr. 
ADAMS, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. JEFFORDS, 
and Mr. CoCIIRAN, to introduce the In
dividuals with Disabilities Education 
Act Amendments of 1991. 

In 1986, Congress passed Public Law 
99-547, landmark legislation which pro
vides incentives to States to serve 3-to 
5-year-old children with disabilities 
and created a new program, part H, 
which provides financial assistance to 

States to develop and implement a 
statewide, comprehensive, coordinated, 
multidisciplinary, interagency pro
gram of early intervention services for 
infants and toddlers with disabilities 
and their families. 

Under part H, States where given 3 
years to plan and adopt policies estab
lishing this system. In the fourth year, 
States are required to have the system 
in place and provide some but not all 
early intervention services. In the fifth 
year, States are expected to provide all 
early intervention to all eligible in
fants and toddlers and their families. 

At our subcommittee hearing, Dr. 
Robert Davila, assistant secretary for 
special education and rehabilitative 
services testified, indicating the De
partment of Education's strong support 
for this program: 

We believe that this program can make a 
real difference in helping to meet the na
tional goal of improving the school readiness 
of all young children, including young chil
dren with disabilities. 

This program was special in its design be
cause it focused on the family's role of nur
turing young children with disabilities. The 
legislation sought to support that role by 
drawing together an often fragmented sys
tem of services to meet the unique needs of 
infants with disabilities. It did this through 
a focus on interagency cooperation, service 
coordination, and case management. 

During the past 4 years, we have been im
pressed by the spirit with which the States 
have accepted the challenge of the part H 
program. 

Likewise, families testified to the 
dramatic need for such coordinated 
comprehensive services, and the im
pact which they can have on prevent
ing tragedies and improving outcomes 
for children and families. 

Michelle Marlow, a single parent 
from Baltimore, said: 

The family is the natural caregiver and as 
we move forward with the implementation of 
part H, we must move with great care to 
guarantee that it does not become yet an
other specialized system of services which 
has the potential of being crippled by "ad
ministrative convenience". If the IFSP is in
dividualized on paper only, we have lost. You 
have before you a program that is of critical 
importance to the lives of thousands of in
fants born each year with disabilities. Please 
make sure it works for them. 

Diane Sanny, from Fairfield, IA, re
ported her family's experience: 

I cannot imagine what the quality of 
Gretchen's life would have been without the 
knowledge, direction and support we re
ceived. 

However, as our good fortune would have 
it, at this time, part H was being imple
mented in Iowa; and we became the first 
pilot family in our area to have an individ
ualized family service plan done. The process 
itself, was extremely beneficial because hav
ing to explain to these professionals what I 
was feeling for the first time clarified why I 
was overwhelmed and exhausted by life. The 
results were immediate .... My life was 
saved. 

In closing, I cannot emphasize enough the 
impact that these services have had on our 
lives. For Gretchen, it means a brighter fu-

ture than we ever imagined. There's little 
doubt that she'll be a self-sufficient, produc
tive member of society due largely to very 
early and excellent care she received. As for 
Bob and myself, having a child with disabil
ities has been the greatest challenge of our 
lives and we have coped well with much 
thanks for the support we were given. 

I am especially pleased to be sponsor
ing this legislation which reauthorizes 
these vital programs, because they rep
resent exactly the kind of preventive 
approach needed which coordinates the 
efforts of education, health and human 
services agencies in serving these chil
dren and their families. This program 
represents the first and best chance to 
help the families of these infants and 
toddlers to optimize their potential 
and to reach our Nation's No. 1 edu
cational goal: "By the year 2000, all 
children in America will begin school 
ready to learn." 

With the skyrocketing costs associ
ated with health care and the disturb
ing trends in our educational system, 
we simply cannot afford to fail these 
children. We need all the well-educated 
workers and productive citizens we can 
produce; and this includes children 
born with disabilities or at risk for de
velopmental delays. That is why I was 
so pleased to note recently, the state
ment of the Committee for Economic 
Development, a group of 250 of our 
leading corporate executives and edu
cators. Their report, "The Unfinished 
Agenda: A New Vision for Child Devel
opment and Education," recommends 
beginning with good prenatal care, 
good nutrition, and other preventive 
services, and emphasizes the impor
tance of early childhood education to 
meet children's developmental needs. 
It is wonderful that they, too, focused 
on the need for family-centered and co
ordinated interagency programs. 

Clearly, there is a strong link be
tween health and education which we 
overlook only at our own peril. This 
point has recently been emphasized by 
the National Health/Education Consor
tium, a group of some 40 national 
health and education organizations 
concerned about the future of Ameri
ca's children: 

Early intervention makes a difference, but 
research shows that help must be made 
available as soon as possible after an insult 
has occurred. 

It is clear that part H is leading the 
way in this national movement. In wit
ness of this, Dr. Richard Nelson, presi
dent of the Association for Maternal 
and Child Health, testified at our sub
committee hearing that-

Part H represents a critical national ini
tiative for our Nation's youngest citizens. 
The legislation has the potential to be a 
template for all future health and human 
services legislation requiring the concerted 
efforts of multiple Federal programs to ad
dress the needs of a population. We commend 
the subcommittee's commitment to these 
most vulnerable children and families. 
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Other witnesses at our subcommittee 

hearing reported on the status of the 
part H program. Some States are on 
schedule-that is, they have submitted 
their fourth year application and plan 
on submitting their fifth year applica
tion on or after July 1, 1991, under 
which they will provide all early inter
vention services to all eligible infants 
and toddlers with disabilities and their 
families. Other States, which are cur
rently operating a fourth year pro
gram, may not be able to continue in 
the program because their State's fis
cal situation prevents them from mak
ing the full-service commitment. 

Tom Gillung, representing the Na
tional Association of State Directors of 
Special Education, noted: 

Part H created a vision that we can now 
say may serve as a model for future initia
tives in the area of human service delivery, 
even beyond early childhood. * * * 

In face of very difficult budget situations 
and competing demands for vital human 
services, advocacy for the funds needed to 
support full implementation of the part H 
program is still strong and will be important 
in efforts to maximize existing resources and 
to secure additional fiscal support in the fu
ture. However, during this reauthorization 
process we believe Congress must consider 
the fiscal and programmatic realities some 
states are facing in their efforts to imple
ment comprehensive, interagency, statewide 
systems of early intervention services. 

Our recommendations [are] * * * to maxi
mize the investments made to date and sup
port the continued development of statewide 
comprehensive systems of early intervention 
services in all States, it is important to in
stitute measures that will enable States to 
continue in the program. * * * The experi
ence of the States over the last 4 years con
firm the critical importance of maintaining 
the flexibility necessary for States to fit pro
gram requirements to their special cir
cumstances. 
· [And] * * * it will be important to mini

mize changes in the statute that may further 
impede the States' progress in reaching full 
implementation. 

As we began to consider the need for 
reauthorization of this legislation, we 
had the assistance of many organiza
tions, groups, and individuals. In par
ticular, I want to express my gratitude 
to the Division of Early Childhood of 
the Council for Exceptional Children, 
the Consortium for Citizens with Dis
abilities, the Association of Maternal 
and Child Health, the National Asso
ciation of State Directors of Special 
Education, and numerous State agency 
officials and private citizens whose 
thoughtful commentary and ideas have 
been so helpful in this process. 

We also enjoyed the support and con
struct! ve guidance of not only the fine 
staff of the Department of Education, 
but of a number of my distinguished 
colleagues here in the Senate and of 
Members of the House of Representa
tives as well. I particularly want to 
thank Senators DURENBERGER, KEN
NEDY, and HATCH for their wisdom and 
counsel in this process. 

Reading the comments and sugges
tions of the various groups and individ
uals made it clear to me that though 
there were challenges for State and 
Federal agencies to develop coordi
nated policies and new relationships to 
be established between health, social 
and education agencies, and families, 
the system is working. 

Several principles guided us in the 
development of this legislation: 

First, it became clear that any State 
which truly wants to participate 
should be given the opportunity to do 
so. We had to find a way to recognize 
the current serious fiscal realities in 
many States, while at the same time 
rewarding those States which have 
stayed on schedule. 

Second, significant increases in fund
ing are needed and appropriate, when 
related to increased direct provision of 
services. 

Third, what the program needs now 
is fine tuning, not major structural 
changes. Furthermore, the program 
needs to remain family centered. 

Finally, a way needed to be found 
which would ensure a smooth transi
tion for children as they move through 
a continuum of programs from early 
intervention, to preschool, to elemen
tary and secondary education, and be
yond. 

This bill reauthorizes part H of the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act [IDEA]-early intervention serv
ices for infants and toddlers-and 
amends both part H and other relevant 
sections of the act to improve the oper
ation of the programs and services es
tablished. The major provisions of the 
bill are described below: 

The bill includes several changes to 
parts B and H of the act designed to 
provide a smooth transition for chil
dren moving from early intervention 
programs under part H to preschool 
programs under part B and to encour
age the delivery of developmentally ap
propriate services to children aged 3 to 
5 years, inclusive, that recognize the 
critical role played by families. 

Section 2 of the bill amends the defi
nition of "children with disabilities" in 
section 602(a)(1) of the act to provide 
discretion to the States to include chil
dren, aged 3 to 5, who are experiencing 
more generic developmental delays in 
the areas of physical, cognitive, com
munication, social/emotional, or adapt
ive development, and who are in need 
of special education. 

Sections 3 and 4 of the bill amend 
sections 613 and 614 of the act to permit 
local educational agencies and inter
mediate educational units to use indi
vidualized family service plans as de
scribed in part H, instead of individual
ized education plans, consistent with 
State policy and with the concurrence 
of the family. States are also required 
to create policies and procedures to as
sure a smooth transition from part H 
to part B for eligible children. 

Section 5 of the bill amends section 
619 of the act-preschool incentive 
grants-to allow part B funds to be 
used for children who will reach their 
third birthday during the school year, 
whether or not they were already re
ceiving services under part H. However, 
it clarifies that this does not extend 
part H eligibility for services to chil
dren already receiving a free appro
priate public education under part B. 
Comparable language to allow recip
rocal usage of funds from part H to as
sure a smooth transition is included in 
section 13 of the bill. This section also 
raises the funding ceiling per child to 
$1,500. 

Section 6 of the bill amends section 
623 of the act-Early Education Dem
onstration Program-to authorize the 
use of funds for programs which focus 
on children from birth to age 2, inclu
sive, who are at risk of having substan
tial developmental delay if early inter
vention services are not provided. This 
section also authorizes the use of these 
funds to facilitate and improve out
reach to low-income, minority, rural 
and other underserved populations, and 
to support statewide projects to change 
the delivery of early intervention and 
special education and related services 
from segregated to integrated environ
ments. 

Section 7 of the bill increases the au
thorization level for parent training 
centers to meet the expanded program 
needs. 

Section 8 of the bill updates termi
nology used in part H-early interven
tion services for infants and toddlers
to currently accepted standards. For 
example, the bill retains the term 
"case management" in the definition 
section, but in subsequent sections 
uses the term "service coordination." 
This section also clarifies "early inter
vention services" to include vision, 
assistive devices and technology, and 
necessary transportation services. Fur
thermore, this section includes family 
therapists, orientation and mobility 
specialists, and pediatricians and other 
physicians under the definition of 
qualified personnel. These changes cod
ify current Department of Education 
policy. Finally, this section places in 
statute the policy in current regula
tions that, to the maximum extent ap
propriate, infants and toddlers receive 
early intervention services in natural 
environments, including the home and 
nonsegregated day-care centers. 

Section 9 of the bill creates a mecha
nism for continued participation in 
part H, by States facing serious fiscal 
problems. Criteria are established 
which States must satisfy in order to 
continue current levels of support for 
up to 2 additional years, before moving 
to Year 5 Program requirements under 
part H. 

As I noted before, under part H, 
States were given 3 years to plan and 
adopt policies establishing this system. 
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In the fourth year, States are required 
to have the system in place and provide 
some but not all early intervention 
services. In the fifth year, States are 
expected to provide all early interven
tion services to all eligible infants and 
toddlers and their families. 

For fiscal year 1990, Congress appro
priated S79 million for the part H pro
gram. For fiscal year 1991, the appro
priation level is $117 million. The 47-
percent increase was included in an
ticipation of the fact that States were 
going to be moving from a planning to 
a service delivery mode. The part H 
program is forward funded; thus, the 
fiscal year 1991 funds become available 
after July 1, 1991. 

The differential funding provision in
cluded in the bill provides rewards for 
those States that are on schedule and 
at the same time allows States that 
would have dropped out of the pro
gram, but for provisions in this bill, to 
stay in the program. 

In general, those States that are on 
schedule will be eligible starting on 
July 1, 1991, to receive their full share 
of the fiscal year 1991 allocation-and 
subsequent year allocations-and a 
reallocation in an amount not to ex
ceed 100 percent of the amount it would 
have otherwise received in the previous 
fiscal year. 

Those States that have met their 
fourth-year requirements-the system 
is in effect and some but not all serv
ices are provided-but are unable to 
meet their fifth-year requirements at 
this time will be able to stay in the 
program if the Governor seeks, on be
half of the State, and the Secretary 
grants their request for extended par
ticipation. Two, 1-year requests may be 
granted. 

These States will be eligible, starting 
on July 1, 1991, to submit their fifth
year application and, if their request 
for extended participation is granted, 
receive an amount equal to the amount 
they received in fiscal year 1990 and a 
reallocation in an amount not to ex
ceed the amount they would have re
ceived under the fiscal year 1991 allot
ment if they had been in full compli
ance, but only if there are funds avail
able after the full-compliance States 
have received their reallocation. The 
same policy would apply in subsequent 
years. 

Those States that have met their 
third-year requirements-planning and 
policy development-but have not yet 
submitted their application for the 
fourth year of participation and are un
able to meet the fourth-year require
ments will be able to stay in the pro
gram if the Governors seeks, on behalf 
of the State, and the Secretary grants 
their request for extended participa
tion. Again, two, 1-year extensions 
may be granted. 

These States, which to date have 
held off submitting their fourth-year 
application, will be eligible to submit 

their fourth-year application and if 
their request for extended participa
tion is granted, receive an allocation 
equal to the amount they received in 
fiscal year 1989. If they seek a similar 
extension from fourth-year require
ments for the next fiscal year-any 
time after July 1, 1991-they will be eli
gible for an amount equal to the 
amount they would have been eligible 
to receive under the fiscal year 1990 
level. These States seeking an exten
sion from fourth-year requirements are 
not eligible for a reallocation. 

Set out below is a description pre
pared by the Department of Education 
explaining this provision in more de
tail. 

EXPLANATION OF DIFFERENTIAL FUNDING 
UNDERPARTH 

A. FISCAL YEAR 1990 

("States" are defined to include the 50 
States, the District of Columbia, Puerto 
Rico, the Department of the Interior, and 
the jurisdictions listed in section 684(a) of 
the Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act.) 

1. States meeting all fourth-year require
ments receive their FY 1990 allotments plus 
their proportionate share of reallotted funds. 

2. In order to receive an allotment for FY 
1990, each State must have met all third-year 
requirements. 

3. A State may receive an allotment for FY 
1990 although it has not met fourth-year re
quirements if it submits an approvable re
quest for extended participation by a date es
tablished by the Secretary. 

4. A State that has received approval for 
extended participation for FY 1990 would re
ceive the same allotment as it received for 
FY 1989. 

5. Funds remaining after a date established 
by the Secretary would be reallotted. Fun-ds 
available for reallotment would be the sum 
of funds remaining as a result of the dif
ference between the allotments that ex
tended participation States received for FY 
1989 and the allotments they would have re
ceived for FY 1990 plus any funds not distrib
uted because one or more States did not 
apply for an allotment for FY 1990. These 
funds would be reallotted to those States 
that have met all fourth-year requirements, 
based on each State's proportionate share of 
the total funds available for reallotment. 

B. FISCAL YEARS 1991 AND 1992 

("States" are defined to include the 50 
States, the District of Columbia, Puerto 
Rico, the Department of the Interior, and 
the jurisdictions listed in section 684(a) of 
the Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act.) 

1. States meeting all fifth-year require
ments receive their FY 1991 or 1992 allot
ments plus their proportionate share of real
lotted funds. 

2. The requirement in A.2. applies to FY 
1991 and 1992 allotments. 

3. A State may receive an allotment for FY 
1991 or 1992 although it has not met all or 
some fourth-year requirements if it submits 
an approvable request for extended partici
pation by a date established by the Sec
retary. 

4. A State may receive an allotment for FY 
1991 or 1992 although it has not met all or 
some fifth-year requirements if it submits an 
approvable request for extended participa
tion by a date established by the Secretary. 

5. States that have approved fourth-year or 
fifth-year extended participation requests 
would receive the same allotment for FY 1991 
or 1992 that they either actually received for 
FY 1990 or they would have received if they 
had not requested extended participation for 
FY 1990 (and, as a result, received an allot
ment equal to their FY 1989 allotment), ex
cept that: beginning with fiscal year 1991, 
the 50 States, the District of Columbia, and 
Puerto Rico shall not receive less than 
$500,000. 

6. Funds remaining from either the FY 1991 
or FY 1992 appropriation after all allotments 
(including allotments based on extended par
ticipation requests) have been made would 
be reallotted to all States in the priority 
order given below: 

a. (1) Funds remaining from either the FY 
1991 or 1992 appropriation would first be real
lotted to those States that have met all 
fifth-year requirements. Reallotment would 
be based on each State's proportionate share 
of the total funds available for reallotment. 

(2) The sum of a State's allotment and pro
portionate share of reallotted funds would be 
capped at twice the amount the State re
ceived as its allotment for the previous fiscal 
year or twice the amount it would have re
ceived as its allotment for the previous fiscal 
year if it had not requested and received ex
tended participation. Funds reallotted in the 
previous fiscal year would not be considered 
in determining the amount of the cap. 

b. (1) Any funds remaining from either the 
FY 1991 or 1992 appropriation after 6.a. would 
then be reallotted to those States that have 
met all fourth-year requirements and have 
received extended participation because they 
have not met all fifth-year requirements. A 
State's reallotment would be based on its 
proportionate share of the total funds re
maining available for reallotment after 6.a. 

(2) The sum of a State's allotment and pro
portionate share of reallotted funds would be 
capped at the amount a State would 'have re
ceived for its allotment for the fiscal year in 
which it has been approved for extended par
ticipation (that is, in 1991, for example, a 
State could receive a sum. equal to the total 
FY 1991 allotment it would have received if 
it had not requested and received extended 
participation). 

c. Notwithstanding the limitation under 
6.a., any funds remaining from either the FY 
1991 or 1992 appropriation after 6.a. and 6.b. 
would then be reallotted to those States that 
have met all fifth-year requirements, based 
on each State's proportionate share of the 
total funds remaining available for reallot
ment after 6.a. and 6.b. 

NOTE.-States cannot receive approval for 
extended participation more than two times. 

Section 10 of the bill amends section 
676 of the act to include training of 
paraprofessionals, and clarifies that 
the State comprehensive system of per
sonnel development must be consistent 
with the part B system. The general 
administrative and supervisory roles of 
the lead agency with respect to pro
grams and activities receiving assist
ance are clarified. This section of this 
bill, also amends section 678 of the act 
to authorize and· clarify that the State 
assigns fiscal responsibilities for part H 
to the several agencies. The State lead 
agency is then charged with assuring 
compliance by all State agencies with 
their appropriate fiscal responsibilities 
under part H. 
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Section 11 of the bill amends section 

677 of the act in several ways. A state
ment of the natural environments in 
which services are provided is required. 
Changes are also made to emphasize 
the central role of the parents in de
~igning and implementing services. 
The phrase "strengths and needs"-of 
families-is replaced with "resources, 
priorities, and concerns" in accordance 
with the recommendations of parents. 
Furthermore, a new subsection (e) is 
added regarding parental consent. Fi
nally, this section removes the require
ment that the service coordinator be a 
person · from "the profession most im
mediately relevant to the infant's, tod
dler's or parents' needs." This allows 
other qualified persons to function in 
this role. 

Section 12 of the bill adds a new re
quirement under the State part H ap
plication process under section 678 of 
the act, by requiring a description of 
the policies and procedures used to en
sure a smooth transition between part 
H and part B. A description of the proc
ess by which the lead agency notifies 
local educational agencies and inter
mediate educational units of a child's 
eligibility at least 90 days before part B 
services must begin, is also required, as 
are further assurances under section 
678(b) of the act regarding policies and 
procedures adopted to ensure involve
ment of underserved groups and access 
to culturally competent services. 

Section 14 of the bill amends section 
680 of the act to clarify parental rights, 
including the right to decline any sin
gle or group of services without jeop
ardizing their access to other services. 
This policy is currently in the Depart
ment's regulations. The phrase "con
sistent with Federal and State law" is 
included to clarify that this section 
does not supersede existing valid stat
utes, such as child abuse reporting. 

Section 15 of the bill modifies the 
number of members and composition of 
the State Interagency Coordinating 
Council under section 682 of the act, se
lection of the chairperson, and the 
functions of and allowable expendi
tures-explicitly including child care 
costs for parent representatives-by 
the Council. 

Section 16 of the bill ensures that 
each State receives at least $500,000 
under section 684(c) of the act. 

Section 17 of the bill extends the pro
gram for 3 years to put this part on the 
same time track as the discretionary 
programs under IDEA. This section 
also authorizes $220 million for fiscal 
year 1992 and such sums thereafter. 

Section 18 of the bill is a new section 
which places in statute, the current 
Department of Education policy of uti
lizing an Interagency Coordinating 
Council similar to those required at 
the State level. The composition and 
major functions and responsibilities of 
the Council are specified. 

Section 19 of the bill is a new section 
which requires the Secretary to carry 
out a study of alternative funding for
mulas for allocating funds under part H 
of IDEA. The study is to be completed 
in time for the next reauthorization 
cycle. 

Sections 20 and 21 of the bill amend 
respectively, section 6 of Public Law 
81-874 (20 U.S.C. 241 (a)}-Impact Aid
and section 1409 of the Defense Depend
ents Education Act of 1978 (20 u.s.a. 
927) to assure the availability of early 
intervention services for infants and 
toddlers with disabilities and of a free 
appropriate public education for pre
school children with disabilities com
parable to those available under parts 
Band H of the act for military depend
ents.• 
• Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
5 years ago we took an important step 
forward in enriching the lives of thou
sands of young children with disabil
ities by establishing the framework for 
a comprehensive, statewide system of 
early intervention services for infants 
and toddlers with disabilities and their 
families. 

Earlier this year before the Sub
committee on Disability Policy we saw 
first hand what this program means to 
a little girl named, Gretchen and her 
family. Gretchen had intestinal prob
lems at birth and had several stomach 
surgeries. Gretchen's mother described 
it this way, "Gretchen was being fed 
through a feeding tube inserted into 
her nose; her arms and hands hung life
lessly at her sides; and her legs were 
casted up to her hips. No one could tell 
us if or when she would be able to eat, 
speak, walk or move her arms and 
hands." Three years later Gretchen is 
still fed through a tube, but as she 
showed all of us, she is a delightful, 
happy, active little girl. 

I have heard similar success stories 
from my own State, Mr. President. Ni
cole Anderson was born 2 months pre
mature and was diagnosed with cere
bral palsy. Shortly afterward, she 
began receiving speech and languag·e 
services under part H. She began with 
a photo system that allowed her to 
point to different pictures. She then 
progressed to an electronic system. Fi
nally, she progressed to a verbal com
munications system. Today, Nicole is 6 
years old, she has graduated from early 
intervention services and is going to 
school full time-half day in regular 
education and half day in special edu
cation. She is able to speak four to six 
word sentences, and has developed im
portant friendships with her class
mates. Her mother, Marie, said "For 
Nicole, early intervention services 
have helped her to become as independ
ent as she can be, and for me-l have 
learned the team process and how to 
make it work for both of us. It has 
given us confidence for the future." 

Mr. President, these are just two ex
amples of the many miracles that are 

occurring because of the part H pro
gram. So I am pleased to join with my 
colleague from Iowa in introducing the 
reauthorization of part H of the Indi
viduals With Disabilities Act. 

The task within this reauthorization 
is not an easy one. Even with the clear 
evidence of success of the part H pro
gram, many States are struggling to 
implement it, and will need additional 
help if they are to stay in the program. 
It has become evident in the review of 
this program that the 5-year imple
mentation period established in 1986 
may not have been long enough for 
some States to develop the kind of 
comprehensive systems envisioned 
under this act. In addition, the States 
are experiencing severe budget short
falls that could not have been foreseen 
in 1986. This becomes especially impor
tant in our deliberations as the Federal 
Government only supplies between 3 to 
14 percent of the total funding of this 
program. 

At the same time, we needed to rec
ognize that several States have made 
the tough decisions and financial com
mitments and have already moved for
ward and are on track for full imple
mentation of this program. This reau
thorization should not in any way pe
nalize them for doing what we asked. 

Finally, we are under severe time 
constraints. State applications are due 
July 1, 1991. Without a clear sense of 
direction from Congress, many States 
are holding back on their applications 
and their decision to proceed with the 
program. 

The bill we are introducing today at
tempts to deal with these problems in 
several ways. The most important of 
which is a new system of differential 
funding. In an effort to reward those 
States who are on schedule while en
couraging those States who need a lit
tle extra time to stay in the program, 
we have created a new differential 
funding mechanism. This change will 
give States up to an additional 2 years 
to reach full implementation. 

Currently, all States have completed 
year 3 requirements. Some States have 
already made fourth-year applications. 
The bill before us will allow States who 
are not ready to make fourth-year ap
plications to receive two 1-year exten
sions at which time they would con
tinue to receive planning money set at 
1989 funding levels the first year and 
1990 levels the second year. In 1990, 
States who are on schedule applying 
for the fourth year will receive their 
share of 1990 funds, plus any reallot
ment from remaining moneys from 
States not on schedule. 

In 1991 and 1992, States fully on 
schedule will receive their 1991 funding 
allocations plus up to 100 percent their 
previous year's allocation. States who 
have proceeded to the fourth year will 
receive their 1990 level of funding plus 
a reallotment of funds left over from 
States on schedule. States who are still 
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unable to make fourth-year require
ments the second year will receive 
their 1990 funding level but will be in
eligible for any reallotment. 

Because of the critical timing of this 
new funding formula, Mr. President, we 
are hoping to pull this section of the 
bill out and pass it separately later 
this week. 

In addition, this legislation makes 
several other important changes to the 
part H program. The bill would elimi
nate the current disruption of services 
for children turning 3 years of age dur
ing the school year by making several 
changes that will provide a smooth 
transition between the H program and 
the section 619 preschool program. The 
bill modifies the number of members 
and composition of the State inter
agency coordinating council, and the 
functions of and allowable expenditures 
by the council. The bill places in stat
ute the current Federal Interagency 
Coordinating Council. In addition, it 
amends the definition of " children with 
disabilities" to provide States with dis
cretion to include children experienc
ing developmental delays. 

Mr. President, we have seen how this 
program can do wonders for these 
young children. I urge your suppport of 
this important legislation.• 
• Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
strongly support the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act Amend
ments of 1991. I am proud to be a co
sponsor of a bill that is designed to 
continue improving the early interven
tion services for infants, toddlers and 
children with disabilities. This bill re
authorizes part H of the Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act 
[IDEA]-Early Intervention Services 
for Infants and Toddlers-and amends 
both part Hand other relevant sections 
of the act to improve the operation of 
the programs and services established. 

School readiness is the first of six na
tional education goals set forth by the 
President and the Governors over a 
year ago. If children are not ready to 
learn, the other goals become meaning
less. For children with disabilities, the 
provision of early intervention services 
and a smooth transition to preschool 
programs is the first step toward readi
ness. There is no doubt that an invest
ment in early childhood education is 
critical to the prevention of later edu·· 
cational failure for children with dis
abilities. In 1986, Congress committed 
itself to making this population ready 
for school by authorizing early inter
vention programs under part H of the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act. The bill introduced today rein
forces that commitment. 

Part H is an impressive and ambi
tious law that has done more than pro
vide a planning framework through 
which the States can provide com
prehensive services to infants and tod
dlers with developmental delays and 
their families. The law has encouraged 

major reforms in the human service de
livery systems in the states. These re
forms include coordination of funding 
sources, cross-discipline cooperation, 
family empowerment policies, the de
velopment of statewide systems of per
sonnel preparation, and many other 
long delayed actions. Part H has indeed 
the potential to serve as model for 
comprehensive service delivery to 
other target populations. 

However, the consequence of all these 
requirements for new policies is that 
the States have been faced with an 
enormous agenda for the establishment 
of coordinated programs. Instead of 
minor changes in existing programs, 
they often have had to generate new 
policies that have few precedents. As a 
consequence of this unique set of tasks, 
the 5-year implementation deadline 
within the Federal part H legislation 
has been hard to meet at a time when 
the majority of States have been facing 
serious financial shortfalls. Another 
barrier to a speedy growth of services 
has been the national and regional 
shortage of qualified staff, particularly 
speech, occupational and physical 
therapists. Despite these factors, a 
number of studies clearly indicate a 
good faith effort on the part of most of 
the States. Yet even States with a 
strong commitment to serving all eli
gible infants and toddlers, such as Mas
sachusetts, shown by 4 years of full 
compliance with all aspects of part H, 
are having difficulties as they near full 
implementation requirements. 

The Individuals With Disabilities 
Education Act Amendments of 1991 rec
ognize the difficulties these States are 
facing during the final phase of part H 
implementation. Section 9 of the bill 
creates a mechanism for continued par
ticipation in part H by States which 
are facing serious fiscal problems and 
are therefore unable to comply in full 
with the Federal timetable. Criteria 
are established which States must sat
isfy in order to continue current levels 
of support for up to 2 additional years, 
before moving to Year 5 program re
quirements; that is, providing full serv
ices for all handicapped infants and 
toddlers in compliance with federally 
prescribed service components. The 
mechanism of differential participation 
in part H grants full Federal funding to 
the States furthest along in implemen
tation and allows those States which 
are 1 or 2 years behind in the imple
mentation process to retain their last 
year's allotment and to receive an ad
ditional share from what is left over 
from the allotment of the increased ap
propriation. 

Some States have chosen to include 
children who are at risk of devel
opmental delay in the services they 
provide under part H. Including at risk 
infants and toddlers greatly increases 
the number of children to be served 
and, thus, provides a far greater finan
cial challenge to any State deciding to 

do so. I commend States such as Mas
sachusetts for serving the full range of 
potentially eligible children. The dif
ferential funding provision ensures 
that those States are able to continue 
their commitment to early interven
tion services wi.thin the part H frame
work. 

I therefore strongly support the au
thorization of the use of funds for early 
education demonstration training pro
grams which focus on children from 
birth to age 2, inclusive, who are at 
risk of having substantial developmen
tal delay if early intervention services 
are not provided. I also commend the 
drafters of the bill for authorizing the 
use of these funds to facilitate and im
prove outreach to low-income, minor
ity, rural , and other underserved popu
lations, and to support statewide 
projects to change the delivery of early 
intervention and special education and 
related services from segregated to in
tegrated environments.• 

By Mr. WIRTH: 
S. 1108. A bill to require a 2-year mor

atorium on the burning of hazardous 
wastes in cement kilns, and to provide 
for a study by the Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency; to 
the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

MORATORIUM ON THE BURNING OF HAZARDOUS 
WASTES 

Mr. WffiTH. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing a bill that will put a 2-
year moratorium on the burning of 
hazardous waste in cement kilns. The 
bill also directs the Administrator of 
the EPA to conduct a study of the 
health and safety effects of burning 
hazardous wastes in cement kilns, and 
report to this body before the end of 
the 2-year moratorium. 

The bill is necessary because there 
are a significant number of cement 
kilns that are currently burning or 
planning to burn hazardous wastes as 
an alternative fuel. The EPA has pub
lished new regulations to expand con
trols on hazardous waste in cement 
kilns. The new regulations take effect 
August 21, 1991. 

My concern is that these cement 
kilns are typically located adjacent to 
densely populated areas. For example, 
in Colorado there are cement kilns in 
Lyons, Laporte, and Florence. I have 
been contacted not only by people from 
these cities, but from the adjacent 
cities and a coalition of people rep
resenting nine Colorado counties. they 
want to see the issues examined more 
closely before cement kilns are allowed 
to burn hazardous wastes adjacent to 
these cities. 

Before we give full license to these 
facilities, we need to take a long and 
hard look at the health and safety ef
fects of implementing the boiler and 
industrial furnace rules as they apply 
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to cement kilns. This is the intent of 
the bill I am introducing today. 

By Mr. GORE (for himself, Mr. 
SASSER, Mr. BOREN, and Mr. 
NICKLES): 

S. 1109. A bill to amend section 547 of 
title 11, United States Code, to provide 
that certain withdrawal transactions 
made by depositors from certain finan
cial institutions not be avoided as pref
erential transfers; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 
IMPROVING THE FAIRNESS OF THE BANKRUPTCY 

CODE 

• Mr. GORE. Mr. President, today I am 
reintroducing legislation that seeks to 
ensure the fairness and the spirit of our 
Bankruptcy Code. I am pleased that 
Senators SASSER, BOREN, and NICKLES 
are again joining me in cosponsoring 
this important legislation. 

A tragic application of a little-known 
provision of the Federal Bankruptcy 
Code has victimized many former de
positors of the Southern Industrial 
Banking Corporation [SffiC] in Ten
nessee. These good faith depositors ac
cepted the risk of losing their money 
because the institution in which they 
kept it was not a federally insured 
bank. However, they never imagined 
that by withdrawing their money at 
the wrong time they could be sued as 
preferred creditors. These individuals 
did not realize that the SIBC was going 
to declare backruptcy within the next 
90 days. The SIBC's catastrophe has 
brought to light a grave ~nfairness in 
the preference language of the Bank
ruptcy Code-a loophole that allows 
the possibility of depositors being sued 
as the equivalent of preferred trade or 
business creditors in the event that an 
uninsured financial institution de
clares bankruptcy. 

Under U.S. bankruptcy law, a pre
ferred payment is one made to a credi
tor by a debtor during the 90 days be
fore the debtor filing for bankruptcy. 
Preferred payments are subject to re
payment to the general pool of recov
ered funds which are then used to pay 
creditors on a percentage basis in a 
bankruptcy case. Congress drafted sec
tion 547 of the Bankruptcy Code with a 
view toward preventing a debtor from 
unjustly favoring certain of its credi
tors prior to bankruptcy. 

But Congress also had the foresight 
to carve out specific exceptions to 
these preference laws. Among these, 
Congress exempted one class of busi
nesses able to file bankruptcy. This 
special group is comprised of banks, 
savings and loan~. and virtually all de
pository institutions. Congress exempt
ed these institutions for good reason: A 
person's relationship with a depository 
institution is not a debtor-creditor re
lationship but rather a fiduciary rela
tionship. 

The goal of our bill is to close an un
intended and unjust loophole in the 
bankruptcy law by clarifying the con-

cept of preferred creditors. The legisla
tion would exempt from this preference 
language withdrawals from an entity 
that is in the business of accepting de
posits but is a debtor eligible to file 
bankruptcy. Such withdrawals must 
have been made without insider knowl
edge of the financial condition of the 
business or its impending bankruptcy. 

These former SIBC depositors were 
not insiders. They withdrew their 
money during the ordinary course of 
business and during the ordinary 
course of day-to-day life. They with
drew their money to pay hospital bills, 
put a down payment on a house, and to 
send their children to college. After 7 
years of court battles, many of these 
hardworking people and retirees are 
losing their life savings, their homes, 
or their children's opportunity to at
tend college. Congress never intended 
the preferred creditor provisions in its 
bankruptcy laws to apply to the type 
of uninsured financial institutions that 
are now subject to its harsh effects. 

I ask my colleagues to help restore 
the spirit and the credibility of our 
bankruptcy laws by joining me in sup
port of this legislation. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of this bill be printed at the con
clusion of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 1109 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That (a) section 547(c) of 
title 11, United States Code, is amended by-

(1) striking out "or" at the end of para
graph (6); 

(2) striking out the period at the end of 
paragraph (7) and inserting in lieu thereof"; 
or"; and 

(3) adding at the end thereof the following: 
"(8) to the extent that such transfer was 

made-
"(A) to or for the benefit of a depositor, in

vestor or other person who was not an in
sider and who owned or held any deposit, 
passbook, savings, time, checking or similar 
account, savings obligation, thrift or invest
ment certificate, thrift note, certificate of 
indebtedness or other evidence of indebted
ness representing the unpaid balance re
ceived or held by an industrial loan and 
thrift company, finance company, trust com
pany, investment company or other financial 
institution whose usual course of business 
includes the acceptance and repayment of 
such accounts or similar evidences of indebt
edness; and 

"(B) in connection with the withdrawal by 
such depositor, investor, or other person, of 
all or any part of any such funds, including 
interest thereon, from such account or with 
respect to such evidence of indebtedness.". 

(b) The amendments made by subsection 
(a) shall apply to cases under title 11, United 
States Code, filed on or after March 9, 1983, 
and to all proceedings, actions or controver
sies arising out of, or in or related to such 
cases.• 

By Mr. KASTEN: 
S. 1110. A bill to amend the Federal 

Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to re-

quire that standards of identity for 
milk include certain minimum stand
ards regarding milk solids, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

HEALTHIER MILK ACT 

• Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation that will 
raise the minimum milk solids. 

Specifically, my bill will bring the 
Federal standards for total solids basi
cally up to the levels for total solids 
now in effect in California. 

My bill will increase the protein, cal
cium, and other nutritional compo
nents in milk to the standard used by 
California for the past 25 years. By in
creasing these standards, all types of 
milk-including skim milk-will have 
a richer, better taste, as well as have a 
higher nutritional value. 

Mr. President, simply put, my bill 
will increase consumer demand, there
by helping the much needed dairy 
farmers. This bill will not increase the 
amount of milk fat; it will only in
crease the minimum milk solids. 

In the past 6 years, several important 
reports have been issued that rec
ommend increased consumption of 
foods high in calci urn as part of a 
healthy diet for adolescents and young 
adults, and to help decrease the risk of 
osteoporosis. Osteoporosis afflicts 24 
million Americans, half of which are 
women over 45 years of age. 

This bill will go a long way in help
ing Americans combat osteoporosis, 
and will help provide a healthier diet 
for America. 

Mr. President, dairy farmers in Wis
consin and all over America are asking 
for congressional help, as they struggle 
to cope with the lowest prices for their 
milk in more than a decade. This bill is 
not a short-term fix; it is a long-term 
fix. 

My bill commands the support of 
both producers and consumers. One of 
the great advantages of this bill is that 
it will bring consumers a more nutri
tious product and will bring higher 
prices to dairy farmers. 

I hope my colleagues will join me in 
supporting this much needed legisla
tion.• 

By Mr. MITCHELL (for himself, 
Mr. COHEN, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. 
AKAKA, Mr. KERREY, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. 
DURENBERGER, Mr. METZEN
BAUM, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. EXON, 
and Mr. BROWN): 

S. 1111. A bill to protect the public 
from health risks from radiation expo
sure from low-level radioactive waste, 
and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Environment and Public Works. 

RADIATION PROTECTION ACT 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, today 
I am introducing legislation to assure 
that the public health is adequately 
protected from the risks of low-level 
radioactive waste. Last year, the Nu-
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clear Regulatory Commission [NRC] is
sued an ill-founded policy deregulating 
low-level radioactive waste. This is the 
Agency's policy on below regulatory 
concern, or BRC. 

The policy was substantively flawed. 
It provided for inadequate protection of 
public health and the environment by 
permitting radiation exposure levels 
higher than those endorsed by the En
vironmental Protection Agency, the 
National Council on Radiation Protec
tion, the International Atomic Energy 
Agency, Canada, Finland, Japan, and 
the United Kingdom. In addition, up to 
30 percent of this Nation's low-level 
waste could have been sent to sanitary 
landfills rather than in more protective 
low-level waste repositories. The legis
lation I am introducing today revokes 
this policy. 

In addition, the policy was an
nounced with no prior notice and com
ment. The legislation I am introducing 
today provides that the NRC must pro
vide notice and comment or an adju
dicatory hearing before establishing a 
new low-level radioactive waste de
regulation policy. 

Five States, including the State of 
Maine, have adopted State statutes 
prohibiting the disposal of low-level 
waste in sanitary landfills. The 1990 
BRC policy would have preempted 
States from enacting or enforcing such 
restrictions on low-level waste dis
posal. This is not the correct policy. 
States should have the right to protect 
their citizens from the risks of radi
ation exposure, even if State action is 
more restrictive than Federal stand
ards. This is the basis for our system of 
government. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today reaffirm the rights of States to 
be more protective than the Federal 
Government in the diposal of low-level 
radioactive waste and prohibits the 
NRC from preempting the States in 
this regard. 

The legislation also clarifies that 
Federal facilities must pay fees associ
ated with the siting, construction and 
operation of low-level waste 
resposi tories to which they will be 
sending their waste. Without this pro
vision, non-Federal entities will pay 
more than their fair share. 

Recently, the NRC announced is 
"concensus-building" approach to BRC. 
Today, a report was issued to the Com
mission on the consensus approach. I 
hope that in response to the report, the 
Commission will revoke the BRC pol
icy. I recommend that the Commission 
will publicly commit to reproposing 
only a nonpreemptive policy that will 
have full notice and comment so that 
the public is kept fully informed and is 
protected from the risks of radiation 
exposure. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 1111 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled. 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Radiation 
Protection Act of 1991 ". 
SEC. 2. STATE AUTHOR11Y FOR FEES OR 

CHARGES FOR WASTE STORAGE AND 
DISPOSAL FACILITIES. 

(a) Section 274 of the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954 (42 u.s.a. 2011) is amended by inserting 
at the end thereof the following new sub
section: 

"p. STATE AUTHORITY FOR WASTE STORAGE 
AND DISPOSAL FEES.-(1) In addition to the 
provisions of section 4(b)(l)(B) of the Low
Level Radioactive Waste Policy Act Amend
ments of 1985 (42 U.S.C. 2021D), each depart
ment, agency, and instrumentality of the 
United States shall be subject to and comply 
with all Federal, State, and local require
ments, both substantive and procedural , con
cerning the imposition of fees or charges for 
the storage or disposal of low-level radio
active waste, including but not limited to, 
such fees or charges as may be imposed prior 
to storage or disposal to recover costs for the 
planning, construction, licensing, or oper
ation of any facility for the storage or dis
posal of such waste, in the same manner and 
to the same extent as any non-governmental 
entity.". 

"(2) Nothing in this subsection expands, di
minishes, or otherwise affects State author
ity over any non-government entity. 

"(3) Each term used in this subsection that 
is also used in the Low-Level Radioactive 
Waste Policy Act shall have the meaning 
given such term in section 2 of such Act.". 

(b) Section 4(b)(l)(B) of the Low-Level Ra
dioactive Waste Policy Act Amendments of 
1985 (42 U.S.C. 202ld) is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(B) FEDERAL LOW LEVEL RADIOACTIVE 
WASTE DISPOSED OF OR STORED AT NON-FED
ERAL FACILITIES.-Low-level radioactive 
waste owned or generated by the Federal 
government that is stored or disposed of or 
will be stored or disposed of in the future at 
a regional disposal or storage facility or non
Federal disposal or storage facility within a 
State that is not a member of a compact 
shall be subject to the same conditions, regu
lations, requirements, fees, taxes, and sur
charges imposed by the compact commis
sion, and by the State in which such facility 
is located, in the same manner and to the 
same extent as any low-level radioactive 
waste not generated by the Federal govern
ment. 
SEC. 3. STATE AUTHORI1Y TO REGULATE DIS. 

POSAL OF LOW-LEVEL RADIOACTIVE 
WASTE. 

"(a) STATE AUTHORITY.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-The Atomic Energy Act 

of 1954 (42 u.s.a. 2011 et seq.) is amended by 
inserting after section 275 the following new 
section: 
"SEC. 276. STATE AUTHORI1Y TO REGULATE DIS. 

POSAL OF LOW-LEVEL RADIOACTIVE 
WASTE. . 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-
"(1) BELOW REGULATORY CONCERN OF COM

MISSION.-No provisions of this Act, or of any 
other Federal law, may be construed to pro
hibit or otherwise restrict the authority of 
any State to regulate, on the basis of radio
logical hazard, the disposal of low-level ra
dioactive waste designated a State respon-

sibility for which the Commission does not 
require disposal in a low-level radioactiv,e 
waste disposal facility licensed by the Com
mission or by an Agreement State. 

"(2) STATE AUTHORITY.-No provision of 
this Act, or of any other Federal law, may be 
construed to preclude or otherwise restrict 
the authority of any State to impose stand
ards for the protection from radiological haz
ards more stringent than the Commission for 
the disposal of low-level radioactive waste in 
a low-level radioactive waste disposal facil
ity. 

"(b) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion: 

"(1) LOW-LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WASTE.-The 
term 'low-level radioactive waste' has the 
meaning given such term in section 2 of the 
Low-Level Radio Waste Policy Act. 

"(2) LOW-LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WASTE DES
IGNATED A STATE REESPONSIBILITY.-The term 
'low-level radioactive waste designated a 
state responsibility' means low-level radio
active waste for which the states are respon
sible for providing for disposal pursuant to 
section 3 of the Low-Level Radioactive 
Waste Policy Act. 

"(3) LOW-LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WASTE DIS
POSAL FACILITY.-The term 'low-level radio
active waste disposal facility' means a facil
ity for the disposal, as defined in section 2 of 
the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy 
Act, of low-level radioactive waste. 

"(4) STATE.-The term 'State' has the 
meaning given such term in section 274 n. 

"(5) AGREEMENT STATE.-The term 'Agree
ment State' has the meaning given such 
term in section 2 of the Low-Level Radio
active Waste Policy Act.". 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-The table of 
contents of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (42 
U.S.C. 2011 prec.) is amended by inserting 
after the item relating to section 275 the fol
lowing new item: 
"Sec. 276. State authority to regulate dis

posal of low-level radioactive 
waste.". 

(b) REVOCATION OF RELATED NRC POLI
CIES.-The following policy statements of the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, relating to 
radioactive waste below regulatory concern, 
shall have no effect after the date of enact
ment of this Act: 

(1) The policy statement published in the 
Federal Register of July 3, 1990 (55 Fed. Reg. 
27522). 

(2) The policy statement published in the 
Federal Register on August 29, 1986 (55 Fed. 
Reg. 30839). 

(C) PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT.-Neither 
the Commission nor the Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency may 
issue policies providing for the exemption of, 
or application for the exemption of, radio
active materials or practices from regula
tion, in whole or in part, unless there is ad
vance notice of the proposed regulatory ac
tion in the Federal Register and the public is 
provided an opportunity to comment in ac
cordance with 5 U.S.C. section 553(c) or pro
vided the right to participate in an adjudica
tory hearing in accordance with 5 U.S.C. sec
tions 554, 556 and 557. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to be joining my colleague 
from Maine, Senator MITCHELL, and 
several other Senators, in reintroduc
ing legislation we first proposed in the 
lOlst Congress to ensure that States 
will have the authority to set adequate 
standards for the disposal of low-level 
radioaptive waste. 
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Our legislation is necessary because 

last year the Nuclear Regulatory Com
mission announced a policy which 
states that some low-level waste could 
be found to be "below regulatory con
cern" and thus exempt from low-level 
waste disposal regulations. This label 
demonstrates great insensitivity on 
the part of the Commission to public 
concerns about the difficulty of dispos
ing of hazardous wastes properly. 

I do not think that this issue will 
ever be below the concern of the citi
zens of Maine. When we are trying to 
deal with the solid waste disposal prob
lem nationally, adding levels of radio
active waste that are below regulatory 
concern does not make sense. I would 
note that, in some areas, wastes dis
posed of in incinerators and landfills 
already pose a threat to human health 
and the environment. The NRC's deci
sion would aggravate the problem 
while heightening citizen concern. Our 
bill prohibits the NRC from imple
menting the policy it issued on July 3, 
1990. 

I am also particularly concerned 
about indications that the NRC will as
sert Federal preemption over State 
regulation of this type of waste. The 
State of Maine was one of the first in 
the Nation to enact legislation prohib
iting low-level radioactive waste from 
being disposed of in any facility not li
censed by the NRC. Several other 
States have also passed similar laws. 

In preparing to introduce this legisla
tion last year, I reviewed a copy of 
NRC Chairman Carr's response to Com
missioner Curtiss' view that State reg
ulation of low-level waste should not 
be subject to the requirement of strict 
compatibility with Federal laws, and I 
was extremely concerned about the di
rection in which the Commission seems 
to be headed. 

In addition, I have seen a copy of an 
abstract written by Donald J. Silver
man of the firm Newman & Holtzinger, 
which was in the possession of the 
NRC. This abstract, on the limits of 
State and local authority to regulate 
low-level waste, states that a Maine 
law prohibiting the disposal of this 
waste in ordinary landfills is unconsti
tutional. 

There is certainly nothing in the 
Constitution that prohibits a State 
from acting to ensure the safety of 
public health. In fact, most of our 
major environmental laws allow States 
to regulate threats to public health 
with standards stricter than Federal 
ones. I would like to inform the NRC 
that we have not had to amend the 
Constitution to achieve this goal. 

Since the States are held responsible 
for the disposal of waste, they ought to 
be able to set the minimum levels of 
safety that are necessary to protect 
public health. I think the NRC is com
pletely wrong, if the signals that are 
being sent are accurate indications of 
the Commission's intentions. If States 

want to insist upon more rigid, strin
gent controls, they ought to be able to 
do so. The legislative we are introduc
ing today would achieve that goal. 

We also added a provision that was 
not in last year's bill that provides all 
Federal facilities with the authority to 
pay fees assessed by a State for the 
search for an construction of a low
level wastesite. Under current law, 
Federal facilities such as a naval base 
only have the authority to pay assess
ments when the low-level waste it gen
erates is actually being disposed of. 
Under this scenario, then, Federal fa
cilities that will use a State-owned and 
operated low-level waste disposal facil
ity do not help pay for any costs asso
ciated with siting and construction of a 
waste disposal facility. That burden is 
borne solely by the private sector and 
the State. To rectify this situation, the 
bill we are introducing today provides 
that all low-level waste generated at 
Federal facilities will be subject to the 
same requirements as non-Federal fa
cilities and authorizes Federal agencies 
to pay any fees or charges that recover 
the cost of planning, construction, li
censing, or operation of a low-level 
waste disposal facility. 

This provision should alleviate con
cerns on the part of many States as 
they proceed through the low-level 
waste facility siting process. 

I hope that this legislation will be 
supported by my colleagues, as it is 
necessary to ensure the continued pro
tection of public and environmental 
health from radiation hazards. I am 
looking forward to working with my 
Senate colleagues to see that the bill is 
considered by the Senate. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to join with Senators MITCHELL, 
COHEN, and others in introducing the 
Radiation Protection Act of 1991. This 
legislation would protect the right of 
State and local governments to pro
hibit the disposal of radioactive waste 
in ordinary landfills, and overturn the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission's 
below regulatory concern [BRC] policy. 

Last year the NRC announced its 
BRC policy which effectively 
deregulates certain low-level radio
active wastes [LLW] and permits them 
to be disposed of in ordinary landfills 
and incinerators instead of in licensed 
low-level waste repositories. In other 
words, these wastes would be mixed in 
with common household garbage and 
deposited in the local landfill. Under 
this policy, up to 30 percent of radio
active waste could be deregulated. 
There are many aspects of this policy 
that are troubling to me. 

First, under this policy, the NRC 
claims it has the authority to force 
this policy on States and local govern
ments. If the BRC policy is not re
pealed, LLW could go into landfills and 
incinerators over the objections of 
State and local governments. 

Second, the BRC policy would permit 
exposure levels that are significantly 
higher than those endorsed by the 
EPA, the National Council of Radi
ation Protection, and the International 
Atomic Energy Agency. The NRC has 
proposed a 10 millirem per year indi
vidual dose limit. To compare the leni
ency of the BRC policy, the EPA rec
ommends no more than a 4 millirem 
per person exposure. 

Third, since disposal costs are higher 
for LLW sent to licensed repositories, 
there is an incentive for unscrupulous 
operators to use the policy as a cover 
to dispose of extremely dangerous ra
dioactive wastes into landfills. 

Last, the BRC policy has the poten
tial to make it impossible for local 
governments to site desperately needed 
new landfills and incinerators due to 
intense opposition likely to be mount
ed by communities. Municipalities are 
having a difficult time as it is trying to 
site new landfills and incinerators to 
cope with our growing garbage crisis. 
The BRC policy does not make the 
siting process any easier. What com
munity would allow a landfill to be 
built knowing it will be a dumping 
ground for radioactive waste? 

Clearly, the new BRC policy is dis
turbing. We cannot rely on the whims 
of the NRC to protect the public. Re
member, this is the same Commission 
that licensed the Shoreham nuclear 
powerplant over the vigorous objec
tions and concerns raised by the sur
rounding communities and the State of 
New York related to safety. 

We need legislation which will allow 
States and localities to be able to set 
minimum levels of safety that are nec
essary to protect public health. The 
legislation we are introducing today 
does just that. In addition, .our legisla
tion also prohibits the NRC from im-· 
plementing this ill-conceived policy. 

I urge my colleagues to act on this 
important legislation. 

By Mr. HOLLINGS (for himself, 
Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. 
WIRTH, Mr. KOHL, Mr. D'AMATO, 
Mr. LUGAR, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. 
ROBB, Mr. COHEN, Mr. INOUYE, 
Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. BURNS, Mr. 
CHAFEE, and Mrs. KASSEBAUM): 

S. 1112. A bill to establish a commis
sion to advise the President on propos
als for national commemorative 
events; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

NATIONAL COMMEMORATIVE EVENTS ADVISORY 
ACT 

• Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation that will 
help get Congress back in business. 
This legislation will save hundreds of 
thousands of dollars in printing costs 
and staff time by creating a President's 
Advisory Commission on National 
Commemorative Events. The Commis
sion would review the hundreds of con
gressionally sponsored commemorative 
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resolutions which recognize particular 
days, weeks, or months through Presi
dential proclamation. 

Somewhere along the way, we've let 
our zeal for commemoration get out of 
hand. During the lOlst Congress, over 
600 commemorative bills were intro
duced in the House and Senate, and 182 
became law. That means over 25 per
cent of all laws passed during the last 
Congress were commemoratives. 

The bottom line is that the com
memorative process is consuming too 
much time. The process of obtaining 
cosponsors and getting these laws 
passed is preventing legislators and 
staff from devoting valuable time to 
more important issues. I want us to get 
out of the commemorative business 
and into the business of doing some 
real work here. 

The Commission on National Com
memorative Events would be com
prised of 11 members: 2 appointed by 
the House, 2 appointed by the Senate, 
and 7 appointed by the President. Their 
job would be to review all commemora
tive proposals and make recommenda
tions to the President for approval or 
disapproval. The Commission would 
not mean another layer of bureauc
racy, since the bill does not create sal
aried support staff for the Commission. 
Appointed Commission members would 
receive per diem expenses, but staffing 
requirements would be met by the 
adminstration. 

I know that sponsoring commemora
tive legislation on behalf of worthy 
causes and special interests of 
constitutents is important to Members 
of Congress. In the past, I have spon
sored a yearly resolution to honor our 
Nation's law enforcement personnel. 
However, I am willing to save Congress 
time and money by having a Commis
sion take a hard look at these observ
ances. 

Representative DAVE MCCURDY has 
already introduced a bill in the House 
to create a similar Commission, as has 
Representative SHERWOOD BOEHLERT. 
One hundred and seventy House Mem
bers have expressed their dissatisfac
tion with the current commemorative 
process by joining as cosponsors of 
these bills. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
creation of a Commission on National 
Commemorative Events. We should 
honor our constituents not by passing 
commemorative after commemorative 
but by spending our time working on 
legislation that will make a real dif
ference in their lives.• 

By Mr. PELL (by request): 
S. 1113. A bill to amend the Peace 

Corps Act to provide authorization of 
appropriations for the Peace Corp of 
the United States for fiscal years 1992 
and 1993; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 
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PEACE CORPS ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1991 

• Mr. PELL. Mr. President, by request, 
I introduce for appropriate reference a 
bill to provide authorizations of appro
priations for the Peace Corps of the 
United States for fiscal years 1992 and 
1993. 

This proposed legislation has been re
quested by the Peace Corps, and I am 
introducing it in order that there may 
be a specific bill to which Members of 
the Senate and the public may direct 
their attention and comments. 

I reserve my right to support or op
pose this bill, as well as any suggested 
amendments to it, when the matter is 
considered by the Committee on For
eign Relations. 

I ask unanimous consent that the bill 
be printed in the RECORD at this point, 
together with the section-by-section 
analysis and the letter from the Direc
tor of the Peace Corps to the President 
of the Senate, which was received on 
May 8, 1991. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1113 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Peace Corps 
Act Amendments of 1991". 
SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION FOR APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section 3(b) of the Peace Corps Act (here
inafter the "Act") is amended by striking 
out the first sentence thereof, and by insert
ing in lieu thereof the following: 

"There are authorized to be appropriated 
to carry out the purposes of this Act 
$200,000,000 for fiscal year 1992, to remain 
available until September 30, 1993, and such 
sums as may be necessary for fiscal year 
1993, consistent with the Budget Enforce
ment Act of 1990 (P.L. 101-508), to remain 
available until September 30, 1994." 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 
Section 1 provides a short title for the bill, 

the "Peace Corps Act Amendments of 1991." 
Section 2 amends Section 3 of the Peace 

Corps Act (hereinafter the Act) to authorize 
the appropriation of $200,000,000 to support 
the activities authorized by the Act in fiscal 
year 1992, and such sums as may be necessary 
for fiscal year 1993. The Peace Corps is also 
requesting that the funds authorized remain 
available for a two year period. Because Vol
unteers are usually enrolled for two years of 
service, we believe that two-year funding 
will permit longer-range planning in meeting 
new and continuing host country requests 
for Volunteers. 

THE DIRECTOR OF THE 
U.S. PEACE CORPS, 

Washington, DC, April29, 1991. 
Ron. DAN QUAYLE, 
President, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Enclosed is proposed 
legislation authorizing the activities of the 
Peace Corps of the United States during fis
cal years 1992 and 1993. This legislation is 
needed to carry out the President's fiscal 
year 1992 budget proposal, to permit Volun
teers to continue to serve in countries 
throughout the world where they now serve, 

and to support new programs of the Peace 
Corps of the United States in countries in 
Eastern Europe and elsewhere in response to 
requests from these countries for Peace 
Corps Volunteers. 

The bill would authorize appropriation of 
$200,000,000, as requested by the President, to 
support activities under the Peace Corps Act 
in fiscal year 1992 and such sums as may be 
necessary to support such activities in fiscal 
year 1993. I believe that having two year 
funding will enable us to better plan our pro
grams -in consultation with host countries 
and better support our Volunteers, who are 
normally overseas for two-year periods of 
service. 

On behalf of the Administration, I respect
fully urge prompt enactment of this nec
essary legislation. 

The Office of Management and Budget ad
vises that there is no objection to the pres
entation of this proposal to Congress and 
that its enactment would be in accord with 
the program of the President. 

Sincerely, 
PAUL D. COVERDELL.e 

By Mrs. KASSEBAUM (for her
self, Mr. DOLE, and Mr. BOREN): 

S. 1114. A bill to amend the National 
Trails System Act to designate the 
Frontier Military Road for study for 
potential addition to the National 
Trails System; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

FRONTIER MILITARY ROAD STUDY ACT 
• Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing legislation to 
make a ribbon of our frontier heritage 
more accessible and more understand
able to many Americans. 

On behalf of myself and two cospon
sors, I am pleased to introduce the 
Frontier Military Road Study Act of 
1991, which will direct the National 
Park Service to study the feasibility of 
creating a historical corridor stretch
ing from Minnesota to Louisiana, 
marking the western boundary of the 
United States during the mid-19th cen
tury. During that period, that path was 
known as the Frontier Military Road, 
which connected a series of frontier 
forts. This route extended from Fort 
Snelling in Minnesota, through Fort 
Leavenworth and Fort Scott in Kansas, 
through Fort Wayne, OK, Fort Smith, 
AR, and Fort Towson, OK, to Fort 
Jesup in Louisiana. Soldiers, traders, 
merchants, and pioneers moved along 
this frontier highway, typifying much 
of the activity of the American West. 

In later years, when the frontier had 
pushed further west, this route was 
used as a post road and then as a tele
graph road. Therefore, it reflects the 
history of much of the central United 
States for more than half a century. 

This legislation proposes two initia
tives. First, designating the historical 
route of the Frontier Military Road as 
a national historical trail. I believe 
this important transportation corridor 
deserves to take its place as part of our 
national trail system. 

This historic route often does not 
correspond with the location of sur
faced modern roads. Much of it lies on 
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private property, cutting through 
fields, across meadows, and over 
streams where no bridge remains. It is 
not accessible to the public. However, I 
believe we must not force private prop
erty owners to open their lands to the 
public. And the Government certainly 
must not acquire private lands for this 
project. 

Therefore , I propose to study a sec
ond initiative, to determine and mark 
a route along existing highways that 
parallels the historic route. This effort 
would fully protect the rights of land
owners and still would provide the pub
lic with the benefits of this historic 
corridor. The State of Kansas already 
has taken this action within its bor
ders, designating much of U.S. 69 as the 
Frontier Military Highway. Important 
sites along this route include the 
Shawnee Methodist Mission, the 
Marias Des Cygnes Massacre, the Civil 
War battle of Mine Creek, and the 
giant steam shovel Big Brutus. By ex
tending Kansas' efforts along the en
tire length of the military road, we can 
create an opportunity for Americans to 
rediscover a piece of their frontier 
past. 

By marking points of historical in
terest near existing roads, those travel
ing this corridor could see Civil War 
battlefields, historic ferry crossings, 
American Indian trails and sites, cattle 
drive sites, and areas representing the 
western mining heritage from early 
this century, as well as the historic 
forts themselves. And, of course, 
throughout the trip, Americans could 
rediscover the beauty and value of con
temporary life in rural America. 

This project will provide a rare, low
cost opportunity to present a com
prehensive view of a past era-to unite 
the fragments that we have preserved. 
All Americans, rural and urban, east
ern and western, will benefit from this 
historical transportation corridor. I 
urge my colleagues to join with me in 
this effort. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of this bill be printed 
at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 1114 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This act may be cited as the " Frontier 
Military Road Study Act of 1991. " 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that-
(1)(A) The Frontier Military Road connect

ing Fort Snelling, Minnesota, with Fort 
Jesup, Louisiana, linked a series of frontier 
outposts and, for a period in the mid-19th 
century, marked the western frontier of the 
United States; 

(B) The Frontier Military Road was later 
used as a post road and as a telegraph road, 
spanning several important historical peri
ods of 19th- and 20th-century United States 
history; 

(C) Among historic attractions that lie 
along the Frontier Military Road are Civil 
War battle sites, American Indian sites, his
toric ferry river crossings, and historic min
ing sites; 

(2) The designation of the Frontier Mili
tary Road as a national historic trail will ap
propriately mark the road in the history of 
the United States, reminding citizens of 
their frontier past; and 

(3) Development of a designated route on 
public roads near the Frontier Military Road 
will permit American motorists better ac
cess to their frontier heritage. 
SEC. 3. DESIGNATION OF TRAIL FOR STUDY. 

Section 5(c) of the National Trails System 
Act (16 U.S.C. 1244(c)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new paragraph: 

" (34)(A) Frontier Military Road, connect
ing Fort Snelling, Minnesota; Fort Leaven
worth, Kansas; Fort Scott, Kansas; Fort 
Wayne, Oklahoma; Fort Gibson, Oklahoma; 
Fort Smith, Arkansas; Fort Towson, Okla
homa; and Fort Jesup, Louisiana. 

"(B) In conducting the study under this 
paragraph, the Secretary shall-

"(i) make recommendations for the inte
gration of the individual historic sites and 
other sites of interest along the Frontier 
Military Road into a comprehensive presen
tation of the road to visitors; 

"(ii) in coordination with Secretary of 
Transportation, determine the feasibility of 
designating a historic route on existing pub
lic roads that parallels the Frontier Military 
Road; and 

"(iii) recommend an appropriate designa
tion for the route and appropriate markers 
along the route to indicate the presence and 
significance of the route and of the historic 
sites along the route. 

" (C) Notwithstanding subsection (b), the 
study shall be completed and submitted to 
Congress not later than one year after the 
date of enactment of this paragraph." 
SEC. 4. APPROPRIATION AUTHORIZATION. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
such sums as may be necessary to carry out 
the provisions of this act.• 

By Mrs. KASSEBAUM (for her
self, Mr. DOLE, and Mr. BOREN): 

S. 1115. A bill to amend the National 
Trails System Act to designate certain 
cattle trails and overland stage trails 
for study for potential addition to the 
National Trails System; to the Com
mittee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

OLD WEST TRAILS ACT OF 1991: CATTLE DRIVE 
AND OVERLAND STAGE TRAILS 

• Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, on 
behalf of myself and two cosponsors, I 
am introducing a second bill today, Old 
West Trails Act of 1991: Cattle Drive 
and Overland Stage Trails. This bill di
rects the National Park Service to 
study three famous cattle-drive trails 
and two· historic overland routes that 
are integral parts of our Nation's fron
tier history. They are the Chisholm, 
Ellsworth, and Western cattle-drive 
trails and the overland trails of the 
Smoky Hill River Valley, particularly 
the famous route of the Butterfield 
Overland Dispatch. 

For decades these cattle trails have 
been the subject of songs, folklore, 
movies, novels, and television west
erns. We all are familiar with colorful 

accounts of cowboys driving their 
Texas herds north to the railroad ship
ping yards in Kansas. Life on a cattle 
drive was fraught with such hazards as 
stampedes, rattlesnakes, quicksand, 
cattle rustlers, and turbulent weather. 

However, the trails of the Old West 
should be remembered for more than 
just cowboys' adventures. The massive 
movement of longhorn cattle along the 
trails stocked ranclies in the northern 
parts of the Great Plains; spurred rail
road construction; relieved the beef 
shortage in the East; sped the develop
ment of refrigeration for the transpor
tation of meat; and gave rise to meat
packing industries in Chicago, Kansas 
City, and elsewhere. In short, these 
trails helped create interstate com
merce on the frontier. 

Of all the Old West cattle trails, none 
is better known than the Chisholm 
Trail. The title of several songs and a 
John Wayne movie, the Chisholm Trail 
came into use in 1867. It started in 
Texas and ran through Indian terri
tory, which is now Oklahoma, then 
into the notorious cowtowns in Kansas. 
The trail first terminated at the rail
road shipping yards in Abilene, KS. Be
fore becoming famous as the birthplace 
of President Dwight Eisenhower, Abi
lene was famous as the "end of the 
trail." Wild Bill Hickok served as the 
town's sheriff, trying to maintain con
trol of trail-worn cowboys anxious to 
celebrate the completion of a long, hot, 
and dangerous trip. As railroad con
struction continued, the Chisholm 
Trail would end in other, more south
ern Kansas towns. These included New
ton, Wichita, and eventually Caldwell. 

The Ellsworth Trail began in 1873 
when the Kansas Pacific Railroad sur
veyed for a new cattle trail to shorten 
the distance cowboys would have to 
drive their cattle to reach a railhead. 
This trail split from the original Chis
holm Trail in Oklahoma and went west 
through the Kansas towns of Kingman, 
Ellinwood, and Lyons before coming to 
an end in Ellsworth. 

The Western Trail, or Dodge City 
Trail, began in 1875 when the trails to 
the East became blocked by farms and 
Government regulations. The railhead 
in Dodge City gave cattlemen an oppor
tunity to either terminate their drive 
and ship the cattle East or continue 
driving their cattle on to new ranches 
in the northern regions of the Great 
Plains. Regardless of the choice, few 
cowhands would forget Dodge City and 
its legendary sheriffs, Wyatt Earp, 
"Bat" Masterson, and "Doc" Holliday. 

These three trails are a significant 
part of our frontier heritage. I firmly 
believe that they should be studied and 
preserved. 

The east-west overland trails also 
were key transportation routes in the 
19th century. The Smoky Hill River 
Trail was made famous by David 
Butterfield, who originally settled in 
Manhattan, KS, and was anxious to de-
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velop a direct freight ~nd stage trail 
between the Missouri River port cities 
of Atchison and Leavenworth, KS, and 
the booming city of Denver, CO. He es
tablished the Butterfield Overland Dis
patch Freight and Stage Company over 
a 588-mile trail, which roughly followed 
the Smoky Hill River. Commercial 
travel on the Butterfield Overland Dis
patch trail began on June 24, 1865, 
through what was largely unmapped 
buffalo territory broken only by a spo
radic cavalry outpost. 

The first Butterfield Overland Dis
patch stage left Atchison on September 
11, 1865, and arrived in Denver on Sep
tember 23. The coach was a bright red 
Concord pulled by four horses-a color 
and design now synonymous with the 
Old West. The experience of traveling 
the Butterfield Stage was made popu
lar by frontier reporter and artist 
Theodore R. Davis. Davis' articles and 
sketches of his trip on the Butterfield 
Stage were published in Harper's Week
ly in 1867. 

To service the stage and ox teams, 
Butterfield established stage stations 
along the trail at roughly 15-mile in
tervals. The stations varied from sim
ple barns for a change of animals to 
complete towns that offered meals and 
overnight accommodations. These sta
tions and frontier towns attracted 
some of the most famous characters of 
the Old West. Although many of the 
original stations carry names that no 
longer can be found on a modern map, 
many railroad construction camps 
sprang up in the immediate vicinity of 
the old Butterfield stations along the 
route of the Kansas Pacific-now Union 
Pacific-railroad that followed or par
alleled the Butterfield Overland Route. 

These construction camps made the 
transition from trail communities to 
railroad settlements and now are towns 
and cities that share the rich heritage 
of the Smoky Hill and Butterfield 
Trail. These include Junction City, 
Chapman, Abilene, Solomon, Salina, 
Brookville, Carneiro, Fort Harker
Kanopolis-Ellsworth, Black Wolf, 
Dorrance, Fossil Creek-Russell-Hays, 
Antonino, Ellis, Ogallah, WaKeeney, 
Collyer, Gove, Russell Springs, Wal
lace, and Sharon Springs. The 
Butterfield Overland Dispatch was sold 
to the Wells Fargo Co. in 1866. Wells 
Fargo operated the line until comple
tion of passenger railroad service to 
Denver in 1870. Today, U.S. Highway 40 
and Interstate 70 follow or closely par
allel the Butterfield Trail. 

I believe it is important that we con
tinue to increase understanding of the 
relics of our frontier past. By properly 
designating these historic transpor
tation routes, I believe we can more 
completely integrate the individual 
stories of trappers, traders, Native 
Americans, and soldiers. In short, we 
can better preserve and present our Old 
West history. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of this bill be printed 
at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1115 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This act may be cited as the " Old West 
Trails Act of 1991: Cattle Drive and Overland 
Stages. Trails.'' 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that-
(1)(A) The historic cattle drive and over

land stage trails of the Old West signifi
cantly contributed to the development of the 
American Frontier, including the facilita
tion of interstate commerce and the estab
lishment of frontier communities; 

(B) These trails and their colorful, as well 
as turbulent, histories have been made fa
mous by songs, folklore, stories, movies, and 
long-standing television shows giving them 
national as well as international recogni
tion; 

(C) Many interstate highways follow or 
parallel these historic Old West trails; 

(2) The designation of these famous Old 
West trails will appropriately recognize their 
rich contributions to our frontier past; and 

(3) Development of a designated route on 
public roads near the trails will permit 
American motorists better access and a more 
comprehensive understanding of their fron
tier heritage. 
SEC. 3. DESIGNATION OF TRAIL FOR STUDY. 

Section 5(c) of the National Trails System 
Act (16 U.S.C. 1244(c)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new paragraphs: 

"(34)(A)(i) The Chisholm Cattle Drive 
Trail, beginning in Texas and running 
through Oklahoma and ending, respectively, 
in Abilene, Newton, Wichita, and Caldwell, 
Kansas; 

(ii) The Ellsworth Cattle Drive Trail, be
ginning in Texas and running through Okla
homa; Kingman, Kansas; Ellingwood, Kan
sas; and ending in Ellsworth, Kansas; 

(iii) The Dodge City or Western Cattle 
Drive Trail, beginning in Texas and running 
through Oklahoma; Dodge City, Kansas; and 
ending in Nebraska; 

(iv) The Smoky Hill/David Butterfield 
Overland Dispatch Stage Trail beginning in 
Atchison and Leavenworth, Kansas, and end
ing in Denver, Colorado; 

"(B) In conducting the study under this 
paragraph, the Secretary shall-

"(i) Make recommendations for the inte
gration of the individual historic sites, and 
other sites of interest along the respective 
Old West trails into a comprehensive presen
tation of the trail to visitors; 

"(ii) In coordination with the Secretary of 
Transportation, determine the feasibility of 
designating an historic route on existing 
public roads that parallel the respective Old 
West trails; and 

"(iii) Recommend an appropriate designa
tion for the Old West trails and appropriate 
markers along the public routes to indicate 
the presence and significance of the trails 
and of the historic sites along the trails. 

"(iv) Consider feasibility of establishing 
collective tours which may encompass com
mon themes and link appropriate sites; and 

"(v) Such other information as the Sec
retary may deem necessary. 

"(C) Notwithstanding subsection (b), the 
study shall be completed and submitted to 

Congress not later than one year after the 
date of enactment of this paragraph." 
SECTION 4. APPROPRIATION AUTHORIZATION. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
such sums as may be necessary to carry out 
the provisions of this act.• 

By Mrs. KASSEBAUM: 
S. 1116. A bill to allow certain in

sured depository institutions to forgo 
their insured status and engage in a 
broad range of restricted financial 
service activities, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

DEPOSIT INSURANCE OPTION ACT 

• Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, 
the Senate in the near future will con
sider legislation to revise substantially 
the way in which financial service pro
viders are regulated. Among other 
things, we will focus on whether bank
ing should be mixed with commerce 
and other financial services. 

Mr. President, I have no problem 
mixing banking and commerce. Indeed, 
there are numerous examples within 
the financial service industry where 
this has already occurred. However, I 
am concerned about mixing commerce 
and diversified financial services with 
Federal deposit insurance. 

This is what makes this issue so dif
ficult. For too long we have approached 
it from the wrong perspective. Rather 
than asking whether banking and com
merce should be separated, we should 
be asking whether Federal deposit in
surance should be separated from di
versified banking. 

We need to move toward a two-tier 
banking system of insured traditional 
banks and uninsured diversified banks. 
Most banks today want to stay in the 
business of making traditional loans 
funded through federally insured retail 
deposits. In short, most banks want to 
stay within the Federal deposit safety 
net and are willing to accept the prod
uct and service restrictions that go 
with it. 

However, I believe there are a small 
number of very large banks which 
would welcome the opportunity to 
forgo Federal deposit insurance in 
order to diversify into restricted finan
cial products and services. If such 
banks are indeed willing to give up 
Federal deposit insurance, then they 
should . be able to diversify into re
stricted products and services. 

Such a two-tier structure should be 
elective. Since at this time most de
positors expect and demand Federal de
posit insurance protection, only a 
small number of so-called wholesale 
banks are likely to be interested in 
such an election. Such wholesale banks 
typically are those large institutions 
which serve as bankers' banks. They 
characteristically have few retail 
mom-and-pop depositors. Instead, they 
raise their funds through sophisticated 
foreign and institutional depositors. As 
such, these wholesale banks do not be
lieve Federal deposit insurance is an 
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essential requirement to their cus
tomer base. In fact, they may even 
want to look to the securities markets 
to meet their funding needs. 

Although the number of such whole
sale banks is small, they control a sig
nificant amount of the Nation's bank
ing assets. Thus, by allowing these 
wholesale banks to forgo Federal de
posit insurance, we will be signifi
cantly shrinking the implicit Federal 
insurance safety net. As we have 
learned from the savings and loan fi
asco, the Federal insurance safety net 
is ultimately underwritten by the 
American taxpayers. The more we 
shrink the Federal safety net the less 
risk it poses to the Nation's taxpayers. 
(To illustrate this point, it should be 
noted that as of June 30, 1990, 46 per
cent of the Nation's bank assets were 
concentrated in 9 percent of the Na
tion's banks.) 

Accordingly, Mr. President, I am in
troducing legislation allowing whole
sale banks to keep their banking char
ter and Federal Reserve membership 
but forgo FDIC insurance. In return for 
moving out of the FDIC safety net, 
such uninsured banks would be free to 
engage in a variety of currently prohib
ited activities. 

The uninsured classification would 
only relate to Federal insurance cov
erage. Uninsured banks would be free 
to develop their own private insurance 
and even offer retail deposits, provided 
they clearly state that they are in no 
way insured by the Federal Govern
ment. In keeping their charter, unin
sured banks would continue to be sub
ject to safety and soundness examina
tions and oversight of the appropriate 
banking regulators. 

Mr. President, this proposal has sev
eral advantages. First, it is simple. If 
wholesale banks want to diversify into 
restricted products and services, they 
simply forgo the FDIC safety net. 
There would be minimal disruption to 
the current structure of banking regu
lation. 

Second, the decision is elective. 
Banks can decide for themselves 
whether giving up FDIC insurance is in 
their own best interest. No one is forc
ing them to make a decision. 

Third, it allows banks to diversify 
without implicitly extending the Fed
eral deposit safety net to activities 
currently restricted. Thus, it addresses 
the concerns of the traditional oppo
nents to diversification that FDIC in
surance gives banks an unfair competi
tive advantage. 

Fourth, it allows the Federal Reserve 
to maintain control over the Nation's 
monetary policy by allowing uninsured 
diversified banks to continue their 
membership in the Federal Reserve. 

Fifth, the proposal addresses the cur
rent inequity of foreign deposits being 
implicitly guaranteed-as was dem
onstrated in the National Bank of 
Washington bailout-but not assessed. 

The banks which are most likely to 
avail themselves of this option have 
the greatest concentration of foreign 
deposits. Therefore, the revenue loss to 
the FDIC's bank insurance fund [BIF] 
would be minimal, while a large im
plicit liability would be eliminated. 

The proposal, likewise, addresses the 
too-big-to-fail issue by eliminating any 
temptation regulators may have to use 
BIF assets if a large uninsured bank 
fails. Being outside the FDIC safety 
net, BIF funds could not be used to pay 
off any depositors or creditors of the 
uninsured bank. Uninsured banks 
would continue to enjoy Federal Re
serve membership and, thus, could look 
to the Federal Reserve to meet short
term liquidity needs. Such liquidity, 
however, would not prevent failure in 
the event of insolvency. Action to keep 
an insolvent uninsured bank from fail
ing would, like any other corporate or 
uninsured financial entity, require a 
congressional appropriation. 

Mr. President, banking reform is a 
pressing issue. I look forward to this 
proposal being considered by the full 
Senate as we move forward on this 
matter.• 

By Mr. BINGAMAN: 
S. 1117. A bill to establish the Bureau 

of Land Management Foundation; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources. 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT FOUNDATION 
ACT 

• Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation to estab
lish the Bureau of Land Management 
Foundation. This foundation would en
courage, accept, and administer private 
gifts to further the purposes of the Bu
reau of Land Management. 

Other agencies such as the USDA 
Forest Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and the National Park Service 
have foundations established by law 
that allow individuals and organiza
tions to donate money and resources 
directly to the agency. The Bureau of 
Land Management deserves no less. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting this legislation to assist a 
hard-working, land management agen
cy in accomplishing its mission. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be placed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1117 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Bureau of 
Land Management Foundation Act". 
SEC. 2. ESTABLISHMENT AND PURPOSES OF 

FOUNDATION. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-There is established 

the Bureau of Land Management Foundation 
(hereinafter referred to as the "Foundation") 

as a charitable &.and nonprofit corporation 
domiciled in the vistrict of Columbia. 

(b) PURPOSES.-The purposes of the Foun
dation are to-

(1) encourage, accept, and administer pri
vate gifts of money and real and personal 
property for the benefit of, or in connection 
with, the activities and services of the Bu
reau of Land Management of the Department 
of Interior; 

(2) undertake and conduct activities that 
further the purposes of the Bureau of Land 
Management; 

(3) undertake, conduct, and encourage edu
cational, technical, and other assistance, and 
other activities that support the programs, 
functions, and activities administered by the 
Bureau of Land Management; and 

(4) promote cooperation among the Bureau 
of Land Management, the private sector, and 
other governmental and educational agen
cies and institutions. 
SEC. 3. BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE FOUNDA

TION. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT AND MEMBERSHIP.-The 

Foundation shall have a governing Board of 
Directors (hereinafter referred to as the 
"Board"), which shall consist of fifteen Di
rectors, each of whom shall be a United 
States citizen. At all times, a majority of 
members of the Board shall be knowledge
able regarding natural or cultural resource 
management, law, or research. To the extent 
practicable, members of the Board shall rep
resent diverse points of view relating to pub
lic land management and natural and cul
tural resource issues. The Director of the Bu
reau of Land Management shall be an ex 
officio nonvoting member ef the Boa.rd. Ap
pointment to the Board M1all not constitute 
employment by, or the holding of an office 
of, the United States for the purposes of any 
Federal law. 

(b) APPOINTMENT AND TERMS.-Within one 
year from the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Interior (hereinafter re
ferred to as the "Secretary") shall appoint 
the Directors of the Board. Directors shall be 
appointed for terms of six years; except that 
the Secretary, in making the initial appoint
ments to the Board. shall appoint one-third 
each of the Directors to terms of two, four, 
and six years respectively. A vacancy on the 
Board shall be filled within sixty days of 
such vacancy in the manner in which the 
original appointment was made. No individ
ual may serve more than twelve consecutive 
years as a Director. 

(c) CHAIRMAN.-The Chairman shall be 
elected by the Board from its members. A 
chairman shall serve for a two-year term, 
and may be re-elected to the post during his 
or her tenure as a Director. 

(d) QuoRUM.-A majority of the current 
voting membership of the Board shall con
stitute a quorum for the transaction of busi
ness. 

(e) MEETINGS.-The Board shall meet at the 
call of the Chairman at least once a year. If 
a Director misses three consecutive regu
larly scheduled meetings, that individual 
may be removed from the Board by majority 
vote of the Board of Directors and that va
cancy filled in accordance with subsection 
(b) of this section. . 

(f) REIMBURSEMENT OF EXPENSES.-Voting 
members of the Board shall serve without 
pay, but may be reimbursed for the actual 
and necessary traveling and subsistence ex
penses incurred by them in the performance 
of their duties for the Foundation. Such re
imbursement may not exceed such amount 
as would be authorized under section 5703 of 
title 5, United States Code, for the payment 
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of expenses and allowances for individuals 
employed intermittently in the Federal Gov
ernment service. 

(g) GENERAL POWERS.-The Board may 
complete the organization of the Foundation 
by appointing officers and employees, adopt
ing a constitution and bylaws consistent 
with the purposes of the Foundation and the 
provisions of this Act, and undertaking other 
such activities as may be necessary to func
tion and to carry out the provisions of this 
Act. 

(h) OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES.-(1) Officers 
and employees may not be appointed until 
the Foundation has sufficient funds to pay 
for their services. No individual so appointed 
may receive pay in excess of the rate of basic 
pay payable for level IV of the Executive 
Schedule for Federal employees. 

(2) The Board shall appoint a chief execu
tive officer who shall serve at the direction 
of the Board and who shall have dem
onstrated knowledge and experience in mat
ters relating to natural and cultural re
source conservation, land management, law, 
or research. 
SEC. 4. CORPORATE POWERS AND OBUGATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Foundation-
(1) shall have perpetual succession; 
(2) may conduct business throughout the 

several States, territories, and possessions of 
the United States and in foreign countries 
commensurate with and in support of inter
national activities which the Secretary is 
authorized to carry out pursuant to other 
laws; 

(3) shall have its principal offices in the 
Washington, D.C. metropolitan area; and 

(4) !hall at all time! maintain a designated 
agent in the District of Columbia authorized 
to accept service of process for the Founda
tion. 

(b) NOTICE AND SERVICE OF PROCESS.-The 
serving of notice to, or service of process 
upon, the agent required under this para
graph, or mailed to the business address of 
such agent, shall be deemed as service upon 
or notice to the Foundation. 

(c) SEAL.-The Foundation shall have an 
official seal selected by the Board which 
shall be judicially noticed. 

(d) POWERS.-To carry out its purposes 
under section 2, the Foundation shall have, 
in addition to powers otherwise authorized 
under this Act, the usual powers of a cor
poration in the District of Columbia, includ
ing the power to-

(1) accept, receive, solicit, hold, administer 
and use any gift. devise, or bequest. either 
absolutely or in trust, or real or personal 
property or any income therefrom or other 
interest therein; 

(2) acquire by donation, gift, devise, pur
chase, or exchange any real or personal prop
erty or interest therein; 

(3) unless otherwise required by the instru
ment of transfer, sell, donate, lease, invest, 
reinvest, retain, or otherwise dispose of any 
property or income therefrom; 

(4) borrow money and issue bonds, deben
tures, or other debt instruments; 

(5) sue and be sued, and complain and de
fend itself in any court of competent juris
diction (except that the Directors of the 
Board shall not be personally liable, except 
for gross negligence); 

(6) enter into contracts or other arrange
ments with public agencies, private organi
zations, and persons and to make such pay- · 
ments as may be necessary to carry out the 
purposes thereof; 

(7) lease space for the conduct of its activi
ties in the District of Columbia or elsewhere; 
and 

(8) do any and all acts necessary and prop
er to carry out the purposes of the Founda
tion. 

(d) PROPERTY.-(1) The Foundation may ac
quire, hold and dispose of lands, waters, or 
other interests in real property by donation, 
gift, devise, purchase, or exchange. For the 
purposes of this Act, an interest in real prop
erty shall include mineral and water rights, 
rights of way, and easements appurtenant or 
in gross. A gift, devise, or bequest may be ac
cepted by the Foundation even though it is 
encumbered, restricted, or subject to bene
ficial interests of private persons if any cur
rent or future interest therein is for the ben
efit of the Foundation. 

(2) The Foundation and any income or 
property received or owned by it, and all 
transactions relating to such income or 
property, shall be exempt from all Federal, 
State, and local taxation with respect there
to. 

(3) Contributions, gifts, and other transfers 
made to or for the use of the Foundation 
shall be treated as contributions, gifts, or 
transfers to an organization exempt from 
taxation under section 501(c)(3) of the Inter
nal Revenue Code of 1986. 
SEC. 5. ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES AND SUP· 

PORT. 
(a) STARTUP FUNDS.-For purposes of as

sisting the Foundation in establishing an of
fice and meeting initial administrative and 
other startup expenses, the Secretary is au
thorized to provide the Foundation $500,000, 
from funds appropriated pursuant to section 
10(a), per year for the two years following 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

(b) MATCHING FUNDS.-In addition to the 
startup funds provided under subsection (a) 
of this section, for a period of five years from 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec
retary is authorized to provide matching 
funds for administrative expenses incurred 
by the Foundation as authorized by section 
10 of this Act including reimbursement of ex
penses under section 3, not to exceed then 
current Federal Government per diem rates. 

(C) ADMINISTRATIVE ExPENSES.-At any 
time, the Secretary may provide the Founda
tion use of Department of Interior personnel, 
facilities, and equipment, with partial or no 
reimbursement, with such limitations and on 
such terms and conditions as the Secretary 
shall establish. 
SEC. 6. VOLUNTEERS. 

The Secretary may accept, without regard 
to the civil service classification laws, rules 
and regulations, any director, officer, em
ployee or agent of the Foundation as a vol
unteer. 
SEC. 7. AUDITS AND REPORT REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) AUDITS.- For purposes of the Act enti
tled " An Act for audit of accounts of private 
corporations established under Federal law," 
approved August 30, 1964 (36 U.S.C. llOl 
through l103; Public Law 88-504) the Founda
tion shall be treated as a private corporation 
established under Federal law. 

(b) ANNUAL REPORTS.-The Foundation 
shall, transmit each year to Congress a re
port of its proceedings and activities of the 
previous year, including a full and complete 
statement of its receipts, expenditures, and 
investments. 
SEC. 8. UNITED STATES RELEASE FROM LIABIL

ITY. 
The United States shall not be liable for 

any debts , defaults, acts or omissions of the 
Foundation nor shall the full faith and credit 
of the United States extend to any obliga
tions of the Foundation. The Foundation is 
not an agency or establishment of the United 
States. 

SEC. 9. AMENDMENT AND REPEAL. 

The Congress expressly reserves the right 
to repeal or amend this Act at any time. 
SEC. 10. AUTIIORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) START-UP FUNDS.-For the purposes of 
section 5(a) of this Act, there are authorized 
to be appropriated $1,000,000. 

(b) MATCHING FUNDS.-For the purposes of 
section 5(b) of this Act, during the five-year 
period following enactment of this Act, there 
are authorized to be appropriated $1,000,000 
annually to the Secretary of Interior to be 
made available to the Foundation to match, 
on a one-for-one basis, private contributions 
made to the Foundation.• 

By Mr. ADAMS: 
S. 1118. A bill to authorize highway 

projects capable of achieving a reduc
tion in single occupancy vehicle miles 
traveled and volatile organic emis
sions; to the Committee on Environ
ment and Public Works. 

HOV FACILITY IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1991 

• Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the HOV Facility 
Improvement Act of 1991. This legisla
tion authorizes a new high-occupancy 
vehicle [HOV] program for those major 
metropolitan areas which have failed 
to meet the Clean Air Act national am
bient air quality standards. I will work 
with Senator BURDICK and Senator 
MOYNIHAN to incorporate this bill into 
the surface transportation act, which 
will be reauthorized this year. 

My bill is not just a transportation 
bill, it's an environmental bill. The 
program proposed by the HOV Facility 
Improvement Act is designed to im
prove air quality. Its also structured to 
decongest commuter highways as well 
as to reduce our national dependence 
on foreign oil by encouraging more en
ergy efficient transportation habits. 

Unfortunately, the administration's 
transportation proposal shortchanges 
the highway trust fund and would seri
ously underfund our Nation's transpor
tation and other infrastructure project 
that are vital to our international 
competitiveness and our economic well 
being. To this end, I will work with my 
colleagues to increase funding for the 
highway trust fund over the $16.5 bil
lion proposed by the Bush administra
tion. 

Even if we get that increase, Con
gress must develop a Federal transpor
tation program that most wisely and 
economically addresses our tram:ipor
tation needs. That program must also 
plan for the future and deal with press
ing environmental concerns. Highway 
construction for single occupancy vehi
cles may have contributed to economic 
growth in the 1950's and 1960's, but it 
will aggravate problems of cost and 
conservation that plague us now and 
that will worsen in the next century. 
For this reason, my bill, by planning 
for an expanded and more extensive 
HOV program, will help create better 
transportation systems that are both 
more economical and more environ
mentally sound. 
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The people of Washington State, par

ticularly those in the Seattle metro
politan area, are painfully aware that 
highway construction of single occu
pant vehicle lanes alone is not the so
lution to their transportation prob
lems. Federal Highway Administration 
studies show that during rush hour in 
the Seattle metropolitan area HOV 
lanes now handle four to five times the 
passenger volume of normal lanes. Yet, 
while the demand for HOV lanes rises, 
funds for the program are in short sup
ply. To address this need, my bill cre
ates a funding incentive for the con
struction or conversion of normal high
way lanes to HOV lanes. 

Currently, there are just over 340 
miles of HOV lanes in 20 urban areas in 
operation throughout the United 
States. The Texas Transportation In
stitute, in a report issued last year, es
timated that if projects on the drawing 
board were fully implemented, there 
could be 850 miles of HOV lanes in 
place by the year 2000. By 2010, the 
total could approach 1,500 miles. There 
could be even more HOV lanes if com
munities took the bold step of convert
ing existing unrestricted lanes into 
HOV lanes. 

Two other factors have made HOV 
lanes the most efficient, economical 
and most environmentally sound solu
tion to the transportation problems of 
our major metropolitan areas. First, 
our cities simply lack the space for 
new highway construction. Second, the 
Clean Air Act mandated that urban 
areas which fail to meet national ambi
ent air quality standards develop com
prehensive plans to reduce emissions 
and pollution. 

For major metropolitan areas, HOV 
lanes offer a low-cost and relatively 
quick method of expanding the pas
senger carrying capacity of their free
ways by encouraging commuters to 
share rides to work, either by bus, car
pool or vanpool. As Washington State 
statistics prove, many HOV facilities 
can carry two to five times more peo
ple than a normal freeway lane, with a 
shorter travel time to the destination. 

My bill authorizes $1 billion annually 
from the highway trust fund from fis
cal year 1992 to fiscal year 1996 for 
multimodal projects in nonattainment 
areas above 1 million population, the 
severity of their air quality, and as an 
incentive, the number of HOV lanes 
and miles in operation. This program is 
similar to that contained in S. 965, a 
surface transportation reauthorization 
bill sponsored by Senator MOYNIHAN, 
the distinguished chairman of the 
Transportation Subcommittee of the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

My legislation also expands current 
law by broadening the definition of 
high occupancy vehicle lane to include 
a unified system. Parking and loading 
areas, ramps, interchanges, and mar
keting and information programs 

would be eligible for funding-and any 
future preferential match-when 
packaged as a projector system with 
lane construction. The lanes would 
have to be wide enough for buses, be
cause they are the original high occu
pant vehicles. 

In addition, the Federal Highway Ad
ministration would issue within 6 
months minimum design guidelines for 
HOV facilities, including a standard 
lane width to accommodate all sizes of 
automobiles, vans, transit vehicles, 
and intercity buses. The intent of these 
provisions is to encourage State DOT's 
and transit agencies to fund jointly 
and work together on HOV projects, 
maximizing the benefits and availabil
ity of these facilities for transit riders 
as well as carpool and vanpool users. 

Mr. President, HOV facilities have 
demonstrated the capability to greatly 
improve the capacity of highway sys
tems in congested urban areas, often 
within existing rights-of-way. When 
connected with a transit terminal or 
park and ride lot, they encourage large 
numbers of people to use the bus, and 
other shared ride means to get to work. 
HOV facilities discourage the use of 
single passenger automobiles and re
duce mobile source air emissions. 

My bill promotes the advantages of 
HOV facilities by expanding their role 
and eligibility in the Federal-aid High
way Program. I urge my colleagues to 
join me in cosponsoring this bill, and 
ask that the full text of the bill be 
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1118 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; REFERENCES IN LAW. 
(a) This Act may be cited as the "HOV Fa

cility Improvement Act of 1991". 
(b) Except as specifically provided in this 

Act, whenever in this Act an amendment or 
repeal is expressed as an amendment to or 
repeal of a provision, the reference shall be 
deemed to be made to title 23, United States 
Code. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 
The Congress finds that--
(1) more than one-half of the United States 

population now resides in urban areas over 
1,000,000 population; 

(2) this level of growth and density can im
pact in a negative way levels of traffic con
gestion and air quality; 

(3) the use of the single occupant auto
mobile during rush hour is a principle con
tributor to such congestion and air pollu
tion; 

(4) Federal surface transportation funding 
in large urban areas should encourage high
way projects for the exclusive use of multi
occupant automobiles and buses during rush 
hour; and 

(5) high occupancy vehicle (HOV) facilities 
are a cost-effective method of reducing sin
gle occupant vehicle miles traveled and mo
bile source emissions in large urban areas. 

SEC. 3. DEFINITION. 
Section 101 is amended by inserting after 

the paragraph defining the term "forest 
highway" the following new undesignated 
paragraph: 

"The term 'high occupancy vehicle facil
ity' means any existing or new freeway lane 
which is dedicated exclusively to usage by 
automobiles, vans, public and private transit 
vehicles, including intercity buses with mul
tiple occupants during peak rush hour peri
ods, connecting ramps, interchanges, and 
parking lots and loading areas, and motorist 
and passenger information programs." . 
SEC. 4. AUTHORIZATION OF PROJECTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 1 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
at the end thereof the following new section: 
"§ 159. Projects for the reduction of single oc-

cupant vehicle miles traveled and mobile 
source emissions 
"The Secretary, with the approval of the 

Administrator of the Environmental Protec
tion Agency, may approve for Federal finan
cial assistance from funds apportioned under 
section 104(b)(7) of this title projects de
signed to demonstrate the capability of 
achieving a reduction in single occupant ve
hicle miles and a reduction in the mobile 
source emissions, including projects for the 
construction of high occupancy vehicle fa
cilities.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections of chapter 1 of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting at the 
end thereof the following new item: 
"159. Projects for the reduction of single oc

cupant vehicle miles traveled 
and mobile source emissions.". 

SEC. 5. APPORTIONMENT. 
Section 104(b) is amended by adding at the 

end thereof the following new paragraph: 
"(7) For metropolitan planning organiza

tions (MPOs) projects determined, with the 
concurrence of the local transit operator and 
the States highway department, by MPOs re
sponsible for a population in urban areas of 
more than one million inhabitants and which 
are in nonattainment (within the meaning of 
section 107(d)(4) of the Clean Air Act) for ei
ther ozone or carbon monoxide: "One-third 
in the ratio which the population of an eligi
ble urbanized area bears to the total popu
lation of all eligible urbanized areas in a fis
cal year. One-third based on a State's sever
ity of air quality nonattainment, as · deter
mined on an index where extreme severity is 
designated as one and marginal severity is 
designated as five. One-third based on a 
State's number of freeway lanes and miles 
dedicated to the usage of high occupancy ve
hicle lanes during peak rush hours.". 
SEC. 6. FEDERAL SHARE. 

Section 120 is amended by inserting at the 
end thereof the following new subsection: 

"(o) The Federal share payable for the 
costs of the projects described in section 
104(b)(7) shall not exceed 80 percent.". 
SEC. 7 AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated out 
of the Highway Trust Fund (other than the 
Mass Transit Account) $1,000,000,000 for each 
of the fiscal year 1992, 1993, 1994, 1995, and 
1996 to carry out section 159 of title 23, Unit
ed States Code, as added by this Act. 

(b) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.-Funds appro
priated pursuant to subsection (a) are au
thorized to remain available until expended. 

(C) WAIVER OF OBLIGATION LIMITATION.
Funds made available under this section 
shall not be subject to any obligation limita
tion. 
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SEC. 8 HOV PROJECT GUIDELINES. 

Not later than 6 months after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Federal Highway 
Administration shall issue minimum design 
criteria for high occupancy vehicle facilities 
which specifies a standard lane width to ac
commodate automobiles and transit vehi
cles, including intercity buses. The guide
lines would also require that new high occu
pancy vehicles facilities contain ramps and 
interchanges, or the capability for such, for 
connection with existing or planned transit 
commuter parking and loading areas. When 
part of a high occupancy vehicle facility 
project, as defined in section 101 of title 23, 
United States Code, ramps, interchanges, 
and parking and loading areas would also 
qualify for any preferential match accorded 
high occupancy vehicle facilities in title 23, 
United States Code. 
SEC. 9. SHARED RIDE PROJECTS. 

Section 146(a) is amended-
(1) by striking out "carpools and vanpools. 

(As used hereafter in this section, the term 
'carpool' includes a vanpool.)" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "shared rides."; and 

(2) in the last sentence thereof-
(A) by striking out "carpooling" and in

serting in lieu thereof "shared ride"; 
(B) by striking out "carpool" and inserting 

in lieu thereof "share ride"; and 
(C) by striking out "carpools" and insert

ing in lieu thereof "shared rides" .• 

By Mr. ADAMS (for himself and 
Mr. KENNEDY): 

S. 1119. A bill to amend part F of title 
IV of the Higher Education Act of 1965 
regarding the computation of the ex
pected family contribution to exclude 
the portion of the current market 
value of a family's principal place of 
residence or farm on which the family 
resides which exceeds twice the fami
ly's total income; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

HOMEOWNERS HIGHER EDUCATION STUDENT 
ASSISTANCE RELIEF ACT OF 1991 

• Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Homeowners 
Higher Education Student Assistance 
Relief Act of 1991. This legislation will 
make it possible for lower and middle
income homeowner families to receive 
Federal financial assistance to defray 
the cost of higher education for their 
children by placing a cap on the net 
worth of a family residence for pur
poses of calculating a family's need for 
Federal student financial assistance. 
As the Congress reauthorizes the High
er Education Act of 1965, I will work to 
include this bill as an amendment to 
reinstate fairness into the system of 
providing Federal student assistance 
for higher education. 

Millions of American parents are now 
sitting down with higher education fi
nancial aid forms and calculating how 
they can pay for their children's col
lege education. The Higher Education 
Act of 1965 was intended to assist lower 
and middle-income families fulfill the 
American dream of sending their chil
dren to college. But unfortunately, as 
families-particularly middle-income 
families-complete financial aid forms, 
they are discovering that they are in
eligible for Federal student aid. 

During the last decade, my State of 
Washington, as well as other areas of 
the country, experienced a dramatic 
housing price boom. Family incomes, 
however, did not undergo the same sig
nificant increase. It is not unusual to 
find a family which purchased a home 
15 years ago for $60,000 that is now val
ued at $250,000 due to an escalated 
housing market. As a result, many 
middle- and lower income families who 
bought a home 20 years ago could not 
afford to buy that same house today. 

Nevertheless, the current law treats 
home value as a predictor of a family's 
ability to pay for college. Families are 
not considered eligible for Federal stu
dent financial assistance because the 
law expects them to either sell the 
home or take out a second mortgage. 
Neither of these is a reasonable or fair 
option for many middle-income fami
lies. They cannot afford a new home in 
the same area nor are they able to 
qualify, because of income, for a second 
mortgage. For these families, home eq
uity is just paper wealth. 

As a result, many families will face 
the hard choice not of which college 
their children will attend, but whether 
they will be able to attend college in 
the first place. 

My bill addresses this critical prob
lem by adjusting the need analysis that 
middle- and lower income homeowner 
families whose home equity has out
stripped family income. This proposal 
by putting a cap on home value-no 
more than two times the family's in
come-will protect families whose 
home values have significantly ex
ceeded their incomes. 

This bill will make it possible for 
lower and middle-income homeowner 
families to send their children to col
lege. It will assist families whose home 
value is not reflective of family in
come. As a result, it will bring fairness 
into the calculation of eligibility for 
Federal student loan assistance. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in co
sponsoring this important legislation, 
which will return fairness to middle-in
come families who face the ever-rising 
costs of college. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1119 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Homeowners 
Higher Education Student Assistance Relief 
Act .of 1991". 
SEC. 2. FAMILY CONTRIBUTION FOR DEPENDENT 

STUDENTS. 
Subparagraph (B) of section 475(d)(2) of the 

Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1087oo(d)(2)(B)) (hereafter in this Act re
ferred to as the "Act") is amended by strik
ing all beginning with "except" through 

"Act)" and inserting "except that such net 
value shall not include that portion of cur
rent market value of a family's principal 
place of residence or a farm on which the 
family resides which exceeds twice the fami
ly's total income as defined in section 
480(a)". 

Section 475(h) of the Higher Education Act 
of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 108700(h)) is amended by 
striking all beginning with "except" through 
"zero." and inserting "except that such net 
value shall not include that portion of cur
rent market value of a family's principal 
place of residence or a farm on which the 
family resides which exceeds twice the fami
ly's total income as defined in section 
480(a)". 
SEC. 3. FAMILY CONTRIBUTION FOR INDEPEND· 

ENT STUDENTS WITHOUT DEPEND· 
ENTS. 

Subparagraph (B) of section 476(c)(2) of the 
Act (20 U.S.C. 1087pp(c)(2)(B)) is amended by 
striking all beginning with "except" through 
"Act)" and inserting "except that such net 
value shall not include that portion of cur
rent market value of the principal place of 
residence or a farm on which the family re
sides which exceeds twice the family's total 
income as defined in section 480(a)". 
SEC. 4. FAMILY CONTRIBUTION FOR INDEPEND· 

ENT STUDENTS WITH DEPENDENTS. 
Subparagraph (B) of section 477(c)(2) of the 

Act (20 U.S.C. 1087qq(c)(2)(B)) is amended by 
striking all beginning with "except" through 
"Act)" and inserting "except that such net 
value shall not include that portion of cur
rent market value of a family's principal 
place of residence or ·a farm on which the 
family resides which exceeds twice the fami
ly's total income as defined in section 
480(a)".• 

By Mr. RIEGLE: 
S. 1120. A bill to provide for a dem

onstration project to examine whether 
having a respiratory care practitioner 
available to provide assistance in a 
home setting would reduce the overall 
costs under Medicare of providing care 
to pulmonary disease patients by de
creasing hospitalization rates for such 
patients; to the Committee on Finance. 
DEMONSTRATION FOR HOME RESPIRATORY CARE 

SERVICES UNDER MEDICARE 

• Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, today I 
am pleased to introduce a bill, S. 1120, 
the Medicare Home Respiratory Care 
Act of 1991, that will take a first step 
toward recognizing the important role 
of respiratory therapy in the care of 
our Nation's elderly. Under this bill, 
the Department of Health and Human 
Services would undertake a demonstra
tion project to allow respiratory pa
tients to receive care at home. In addi
tion to the benefits to individuals of 
being able to remain at home, this 
demonstration may eventually reduce 
costs to the Medicare Program. 

In late 1988, a national conference, 
called Problems Associated with the 
Introduction of Respiratory Care 
Equipment in the Home, was· convened 
to discuss the problems faced by oxy
gen dependent, ventilator-dependent, 
and other respiratory care patien~. 
Over 40 national organizations rep
resenting all aspects of home health 
care, including the Federal Govern
ment, participated in discussions. One 
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critical recommendation that emerged 
from the conference was that reim
bursement policies should be put in 
place to allow these patients to receive 
needed respiratory care services at 
home. 

Mr. President, some evidence already 
exists that shows that when res
piratory home care patients receive 
hands-on care from a qualified res
piratory care practitioner, the number 
of hospital readmissions drops. For ex
ample, in one project, respiratory care 
professionals were reimbursed for serv
ices performed at home to patients suf
fering from chronic lung disease. Hos
pital readmissions for patients in the 
study group declined from 1.28 
readmissions per patient per year to 
0.55 readmissions per year. The number 
of days in the hospital decreased from 
18.2 days prior to respiratory therapy 
intervention to 5.7 days. Savings from 
this single study totaled over $1 mil
lion for all patients for 1 year. Simi
larly, a study of ventilator-dependent 
patients by the American Association 
for Respiratory Care showed a total 
savings ·of a quarter of a million dollars 
per patient per year when they are 
cared for at home instead of in the 
more expensive acute care setting. 

This demonstration project will help 
us document on a larger scale the high 
quality of care and cost savings of res
piratory care delivered at home. In a 
study of 1,000 Medicare beneficiaries 
authorized by this legislation, patients 
will have access to care provided by 
respiratory therapists at home. This 
legislation is in line with what Con
gress has been trying to do recently, 
that is, to provide incentives to provide 
more home care and less costly 
insitutional care. 

The Medicare Home Respiratory Care 
Act is supported by the American Asso
ciation for Respiratory Care [AARC]. 
As I mentioned earlier, the bill was de
veloped on the basis of recommenda-

. tions from a conference on home res
piratory care equipment hosted by 
AARC and the Food and Drug Adminis
tration and the Health Resources and 
Services Administration. 

My home State of Michigan has over 
3,500 respiratory care practitioners. 
The president of the Michigan Society 
of Respiratory Care recently sent me a 
letter strongly supporting this bill. 
With such a strongly qualified group in 
Michigan, I believe Michigan would be 
an excellent choice for one of the dem
onstration projects. 

Mr. President, the need for alter
natives to institutional settings for 
health care services is very clear. Med
icare patients are being discharged 
back into the home with more critical 
care needs. The elderly population is 
growing and many patients are af
flicted with respiratory disease. This 
project may demonstrate significant 
cost savings for Medicare not only now 
but for the future. 

We have the opportunity to satisfy a 
number of important goals with this 
project. We can enable hundreds of pa
tients to receive better care while stay
ing at home, and provide the data need
ed to support a change in the Medicare 
Program to improve the potential qual
ity of life for millions of people, and 
save money in the process. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the bill be printed in full in 
the RECORD ·at this point. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 1120 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. MEDICARE IN HOME RESPIRATORY 

CARE PRACTITIONER DEMONSTRA
TION PROJECT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-(1) The Secretary of 
Health and Human Services shall conduct a 
demonstration project examining whether-

(A) providing for the services of res
piratory care practitioners (hereinafter re
ferred to as "RCPs") in home settings will 
improve the quality of care of Medicare pa
tients using respiratory home care equip
ment; and 

(B) utilizing the skills of RCPs to monitor, 
evaluate, and recommend appropriate thera
pies will reduce the costs under Parts A and 
B of Medicare for treating Medicare patients 
who use respiratory home care equipment. 

(2) The demonstration project shall provide 
for the comparison of total Medicare Part A 
and Part B costs for respiratory care services 
for patients participating in the demonstra
tion project to total costs for respiratory 
care services under such part for patients in 
a selected study group. 

(b) DATA COLLECTION AND DISSEMINATION.
The Secretary shall collect and disseminate 
such information on medicare patients re
ceiving respiratory care services as is nec
essary to allow the demonstration project to 
provide for a clinical and economical com
parison of providing for RCPs in the home 
and the effects of providing such services 
on-

(1) hospital length of stay; 
(2) hospital admissions; 
(3) hospital readmissions; and 
(4) medicare beneficiary utilization of Part 

B benefits (including home medical equip
ment and oxygen). 

(c) SCOPE OF DEMONSTRATION. -The dem
onstration project shall be conducted in 
three separate Health Care Financing Ad
ministration regions with the regions se
lected according to 1 having a higher than 
average, 1 an average, and 1 a lower than av
erage home medical equipment per medicare 
beneficiary expenditure level. 

(d) QUALIFYING CARE PROVIDERS AND ENTI
TIES.-(!) For purposes of the demonstration 
project in order to qualify as a respiratory 
care practitioner an individual must-

(A) possess a Certified Respiratory Ther
apy Technician or Registered Respiratory 
Therapist credential from the National 
Board for Respiratory Care; or 

(B) be a respiratory care practitioner li
censed by the State in which such practi
tioner will be providing services; and 

(C) be employed by a Medicare provider of 
services which is accredited as a hospital or 
a home medical equipment supplier which 
has been accredited as a clinical respiratory 
services provider by the Joint Commission 

on Accreditation of Healthcare Organiza
tions and which meets the requirements of 
paragraph (2). 

(2) In order to participate in the dem
onstration project provided for under this 
section, a hospital or other provider de
scribed in paragraph (1) shall submit an ap
plication to the Secretary which provides-

(A) that a respiratory care practitioner 
employed by the provider and providing serv
ices in the home under this section shall be 
provided with all necessary equipment and 
supplies which are reasonable and necessary 
for the care and evaluation of the patient. 

(B) the identity of the medical director of 
the respiratory care component of the pro
vider and the credentials of such director; 
and 

(C) that the participating hospitals have 
no financial interest in any home medical 
equipment provider or entity. 

(e) LIMITATIONS ON REIMBURSEMENT AND 
STUDY POPULATIONS.-(!) The number of 
home visits permitted by RCPs under the 
project shall not exceed a level that results 
in direct costs greater than $750 per patient 
per year. Payments for the services of RCPs 
provided under the project shall be made to 
providers of services employing such RCPs. 

(2) No more than 1,500 beneficiaries who 
are eligible for respiratory care services 
under Medicare shall participate in the dem
onstration project provided for under this 
section. 

(3) The 1,500 beneficiaries participating in 
the study shall be divided as follows: 500 will 
receive respiratory services from hospital 
based RCP's; 500 will receive such services 
from RCP's employed by the JCAHO accred
ited clinical respiratory services provider; 
and 500 will act as a control group and re
ceive no additional respiratory care services 
other than what is currently provided. 

(f) DURATION OF PROJECT.-The demonstra
tion project conducted in the 3 regions se
lected shall be conducted for a period of 3 
years. 

(g) STUDY AND REPORT.-The Secretary 
shall submit an interim report, summarizing 
the findings of the project (including medi
care costs for both respiratory care practi
tioner services and home medical equipment 
costs and comparison of costs associated 
with each control group and matched pa
tients by regions), to the appropriate com
mittees of Congress within 6 months after 
the close of each project year. The Secretary 
shall submit a final report summarizing and 
analyzing the findings of the project to the 
appropriate committees of Congress no later 
than 12 months after the expiration of the 
final year of the project. 

(h) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The demonstration 
project provided for under this section shall 
commence on January 1, 1992. 

(i) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
For the purposes of making payments to 
carry out the purposes of this section, there 
are authorized to be appropriated from the 
Federal Supplementary Medical Insurance 
Trust Fund $830,000 for fiscal years 1992, 1993, 
and 1994.• 

By Mr. WARNER (for himself, 
Mr. KASTEN, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. 
MACK, Mr. COATS, Mr. SANFORD, 
Mr. BOREN, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. 
ROBE, and Mr. KOHL): 

S. 1121. A bill to authorize funds for 
construction of highways, for highway 
safety programs, for mass transpor
tation programs, and for other pur-
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poses; to the Committee on Environ
ment and Public Works. 

FEDERAL AID SURFACE TRANSPORTATION ACT 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 

today to introduce the Federal Aid 
Surface Transportation Act of 1991 or 
as it is commonly referred tcr-the 
"FAST" bill. 

I am pleased to have join me as co
sponsors Senators KASTEN, LUGAR, 
MACK, COATS, SANFORD, BOREN, NICK
LES, ROBB, and KOHL. 

The basics of the legislation I am in
troducing today have been worked on 
for some time by transportation ex
perts and office holders from many 
States. Senators joining me have 
worked closely with our individual 
State departments of transportation 
with the goal of bringing equity into 
the apportionment of Federal highway 
trust funds. 

The Senate this year must pass legis
lation to reauthorize our Nation's sur
face transportation programs. 

With the near completion of one of 
this Nation's most successful public 
works projects, the Interstate System, 
this legislation will serve as the frame
work for transportation initiatives and 
infrastructure improvements into the 
21st century. 

This legislation will define a new vi
sion for the coming generation of sur
face transportation-a vision that 
must meet the evolving mobility chal
lenges of the next century. 

We concur with several principles in
corporated in the legislation before the 
Senate Environment and Public Works 
Committee which: 

First, reduce the Federal share per 
project; 

Second, expand research and develop
ment opportunities; 

Third, increase the possibilities for 
private sector initiatives and invest
ments; and 

Fourth, include provisions which par
allel and support the Clean Air Act. 

We laud these objectives and believe 
they are essential proposals which 
must be the foundation of any highway 
legislation. 

With respect to other provisions, we 
offer a different approach which 
achieves a more equitable distribution 
of trust fund moneys. 

Our proposal: 
First, retains a greater degree of 

partnership between the Federal Gov
ernment and States using the concept 
of a national highway system; 

Second, increases the flexibility 
given to the States to direct their 
share of trust funds to their most ur
gent needs-be they rural, urban, 
bridge or interstate improvements; 

Third, achieves a more equitable dis
tribution among the several States of 
trust fund apportionments. We propose 
an apportionment which is more di
rectly correlated between the total 
amount annually collected from a 

State's users and the amount appor
tioned to that State. 

In a few words we ask that fairness 
be the guiding principle which shapes 
the Senate's bill. 

This bill does not provide for a 100-
percent return to States based on their 
gas tax contributions to the trust fund. 

We recognize that there will always 
be States contributing more into the 
trust fund than they receive back in 
apportionments. 

We accept this fact. 
The bill we are introducing today, 

however, recognizes the inequities and 
corrects the imbalance in the present 
law, a formula which is basically con
tinued in S. 965, used to determine each 
State's share of the trust fund. 

We propose a fairer correlation be
tween the amount paid into the trust 
fund and the amount returned to the 
States. 

How do we achieve this? Our option 
is to devise an apportionment based on 
lane miles and vehicle miles traveled 
in rural and urban areas, and diesel 
fuel consumption. 

This bill also provides for a minimum 
allocation of 90 percent, versus the cur
rent 85 percent, to each State of its 
percentage of payments into the high
way trust fund. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the full text of the bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 1121 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.-This Act may be cited as 
the "Federal Aid Surface Transportation Act 
of 1991". 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.-
Sec. 1. Short Title; Table of Contents. 
Sec. 2. Secretary Defined. 
Sec. 3. Buy America. 
Sec. 4. Disadvantaged Business Enterprises. 
TITLE I-FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 

1991 
Sec. 101. Short Title. 
Sec. 102. Authorization of Appropriations. 
Sec. 103. Unobligated Balances. 
Sec. 104. Interstate Construction. 
Sec. 105. Interstate Substitution. 
Sec. 106. Obligation Ceiling. 
Sec. 107. National Highway and Bridge Sys

tem. 
Sec. 108. Urban and Rural Highway and 

Bridge Program. 
Sec. 109. Toll Roads, Bridges, Tunnels and 

Ferries. 
Sec. 110. National Maximum Speed Limit. 
Sec. 111. Minimum Allocation. 
Sec. 112. Urbanized Area Planning. 
Sec. 113. Research, Statewide Planning and 

Data Collection. 
Sec. 114. Management Systems; Traffic Mon-

itoring System. 
Sec. 115. Acquisition of Rights-of-Way. 
Sec. 116. Private, State and Local Donations. 
Sec. 117. Wetlands. 
Sec. 118. Access to Rights-of-Way. 
Sec. 119. Definitions and Declaration of Pol

icy. 

Sec. 120. Federal-Aid Systems. 
Sec. 121. Apportionment. 
Sec. 122. Project Agreements and Obligation 

of Funds. 
Sec. 123. Availability of Funds. 
Sec. 124. Federal Share Payable. 
Sec. 125. Project Litigation Expenses. 
Sec. 126. Allocation of Federal Lands High

way Funds. 
Sec. 127. Administration of Federal Lands 

Highways Funds. 
Sec. 128. Federal Lands Highways Program. 
Sec. 129. Bicycle Transportation and Pedes

trian Walkways. 
Sec. 130. Education and Training Program. 
Sec. 131. International Highway Transpor-

tation Outreach Program. 
Sec. 132. Temporary Matching Fund Waiver. 
Sec. 133. Innovation Projects. 
Sec. 134. Functional Reclassification. 
Sec. 135. Transit Projects. 
Sec. 136. Recodification. 
Sec. 137. Amendments to Adjust, Clarify, 

Conform, Repeal, Restate, and 
Simplify. 

Sec. 138. Effective Date. 
SEC. 2. SECRETARY DEFINED. 

As used in this Act, the term "Secretary" 
means the Secretary of Transportation. 
SEC. 3. BUY AMERICA. 

Section 165 of the Surface Transportation 
Assistance Act of 1982 is amended by deleting 
from the beginning of section 165: "Notwith
standing any other provision of law" and by 
adding at the end the following: ';The Presi
dent may waive, in whole or in part, the 
provisons of this section pursuant to the au
thority provided in section 301 of the Trade 
Agreement Act of 1979, 19 u.s.a. 2511.". 
SEC. 4. DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS ENTER

PRISES. 
(a) GENERAL RULE.-Except to the extent 

that the Secretary determines otherwise, not 
less than 10 percent of the amounts author
ized to be appropriated under title I of this 
Act or obligated under titles I and III of the 
Surface Transportation and Uniform Reloca
tion Assistance Act of 1987, and titles I, II, 
and III (other than section 203) of the Sur
face Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 
after the date of the enactment of this Act 
shall be expended with small business con
cerns owned and controlled by socially and 
economically disadvantaged individuals. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion-

(1) SMALL BUSINESS CONCERN.-The term 
"small business concern" has the meaning 
the term has under section 3 of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632); except that the 
term shall not include any concern or group 
of concerns controlled by the same socially 
and economically disadvantaged individual 
or individuals which has average annual 
gross receipts over the preceding three fiscal 
years in excess of $15,370,000, as adjusted by 
the Secretary for inflation. 

(2) SOCIALLY AND ECONOMICALLY DISADVAN
TAGED INDIVIDUALS.-The term "socially and 
economically disadvantaged individuals" has 
the meaning that term has under section 8(d) 
of the Small Business Act (15 u.s.a. 637(d)) 
and relevant subcontracting regulations pro
mulgated pursuant thereto; except that 
women shall be presumed to be socially and 
economically disadvantaged individuals for 
purposes of this section. 

(c) ANNUAL LISTING OF DISADVANTAGED 
BUSINESS ENTERPRISES.-Each State shall 
annually survey and compile a list of the 
small business concerns referred to in (a) and 
the location of these concerns in the State. 

(d) UNIFORM CERTIFICATION.-The Sec
retary has established minimum uniform cri-
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teria for State governments to use in certify
ing whether a concern qualifies as a dis
advantaged business enterprise. Minimum 
uniform criteria include but are not limited 
to on-site visits, personal interviews, li
censes, analysis of stock ownership, listing 
of work completed, resume of principal own
ers, financial capacity, and type of work pre
ferred. 

(e) APPLICABILITY.-Section 105(f) of the 
Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 
1982 shall not apply to amounts authorized 
under that Act and obligated after April 2, 
1987, and section 106(c) of the Surface Trans
portation and Uniform Relocation Assist
ance Act of 1987 shall not apply to amounts 
authorized under that Act and obligated 
after the date of enactment of this Act. 
TITLE I-FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 

1991 
SEC. 101. SHORT TI1LE. 

This title may be cited as the "Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1991". 
SEC. 102. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

The following sums are authorized to be 
appropriated out of the Highway Account of 
the Highway Trust Fund: 

(a) NATIONAL HIGHWAY AND BRIDGE SYS
TEM.-For the National Highway and Bridge 
System $6,600,000,000 for the fiscal year 1992, 
$6,900,000,000 for the fiscal year 1993, 
$7,300,000,000 for the fiscal year 1994, 
$8,100,000,000 for the fiscal year 1995, and 
$9,800,000,000 for the fiscal year 1996. 

(b) URBAN AND RURAL HIGHWAY AND BRIDGE 
PROGRAM.-For the Urban and Rural High
way and Bridge Progiam $6,600,000,000 for the 
fiscal year 1992, $6,900,000,000 for the fiscal 
year 1993, $7,300,000,000 for the fiscal year 
1994, $8,100,000,000 for the fiscal year 1995, and 
$9,800,000,000 for the fiscal year 1996. 

(C) EMERGENCY RELIEF.-For Emergency 
Relief $200,000,000 per fiscal year for each of 
the fiscal years 1992, 1993, 1994, 1995, and 1996. 

(d) FEDERAL LANDS HIGHWAYS PROGRAM.
(!) FOREST HIGHWAYS.-For Forest High

ways $100,000,000 for the fiscal year 1992, 
$102,000,000 for the fiscal year 1993, 
$105,000,000 for the fiscal year 1994, 
$114,000,000 for the fiscal year 1995, and 
$127,000,000 for the fiscal year 1996. 

(2) PARK ROADS AND PARKWAYS.-For Park 
Roads and Parkways $95,000,000 for the fiscal 
year 1992, $97,000,000 for the fiscal year 1993, 
$100,000,000 for the fiscal year 1994; 
$109,000,000 for the fiscal year 1995, and 
$121,000,000 for the fiscal year 1996. 

(3) INDIAN RESERVATION ROADS.-For Indian 
Reservation Roads $95,000,000 for the fiscal 
year 1992, $97,000,000 for the fiscal year 1993, 
$100,000,000 for the fiscal year 1994, 
$109,000,000 for the fiscal year 1995 and 
$121,000,000 for the fiscal year 1996. 

(e) UNIVERSITY TRANSPORTATION CENTERS 
PROGRAM.-For carrying out the University 
Transportation Centers Program under the 
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, as 
amended, $7,000,000 per fiscal year for each of 
the fiscal years 1992, 1993, 1994, 1995 and 1996: 
Provided, That these sums shall be available 
as provided in appropriation acts. 

(f) RIGHT-OF-WAY REVOLVING FUND.-For 
the Right of Way Revolving Fund such sums 
as may be necessary for the fiscal years 1993, 
1994, 1995 and 1996: Provided, That these sums 
shall be available for obligation as provided 
in appropriation Acts. 

(g) TERRITORIAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM.-For 
the territorial highway program S per 
fiscal year for each of the fiscal years 1992, 
1993, 1994, 1995 and 1996. 
SEC. 103. UNOBUGATED BALANCES. 

Unobligated balances of funds apportioned 
or allocated to a State under title 23, United 

States Code, before October 1, 1991, shall be 
available for obligation in that State under 
the law, regulations, policies and procedures 
relating to the obligation and expenditure of 
those funds in effect on September 30, 1991, 
except that (1) unobligated balances of pri
mary and Interstate 4R funds may be trans
ferred to the National Highway and Bridge 
System; (2) other unobligated balances may 
be transferred to the Urban and Rural High
way and Bridge Program; (3) transferred 
funds are subject to the law, regulations, 
policies and procedures relating to the cat
egory to which transferred, (4) transfers will 
be allowed on a one time per year basis, and 
(5) this s~ction does not apply to unobligated 
balances of Interstate construction or Inter
state substitution funds. 
SEC. 104. INTERSTATE CONSTRUCTION. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.-
(}) REPEAL OF FISCAL YEAR 1993 AUTHORIZA

TION.-Section 108(b) of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1956 is amended by (A) in
serting "and" after "1991 ", (B) striking the 
comma after "1992" and inserting in its place 
a period and (C) striking "and the additional 
sum of $1,400,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1991". 

(2) AUTHORIZATION.-There is authorized to 
be appropriated for Interstate construction 
to complete the Interstate System out of the 
Highway Account of the Highway Trust 
Fund $1,800,000,000 per fiscal year for each of 
the fiscal years 1992, 1993, 1994 and 1995. 

(b) MASSACHUSETI'S.-
(1) ALLOCATION.-Massachusetts shall be 

allocated $100,000,000 for the fiscal year 1992, 
$800,000,000 for the fiscal year 1993, 
$800,000,000 for the fiscal year 1994 and 
$850,000,000 for the fiscal year 1995 from the 
sums authorized in (a)(2). 

(2) AVAILABILITY.-Unobligated balances of 
Interstate construction funds previously ap
portioned or allocated to Massachusetts and 
sums allocated to Massachusetts under (b)(1) 
shall remain available for obligation in that 
State until expended under laws, regula
tions, policies and procedures relating to the 
obligation and expenditure of Interstate con
struction funds in effect on September 30, 
1991. 

(c) APPORTIONMENT.-On October 1, of each 
of the fiscal years 1992, 1993, 1994 and 1995, or 
as soon thereafter as is practicable, after 
making the deductions authorized by 23 
U.S.C. 104(a) and (b) and the allocation au
thorized by (b), the Secretary shall apportion 
the sums authorized in (a)(2) for that fiscal 
year among the States, except Massachu
setts, as States is defined in 23 U.S.C. 101, in 
the ratio in which the Federal share of the 
estimated cost of completing the Interstate 
System in a State bears to the Federal share 
of the sum of the estimated cost of complet
ing the Interstate system in all of the 
States, except Massachusetts, as shown by 
the Interstate Cost Estimate required to be 
sent to the Congress within 10 days subse
quent to January 2, 1991 adjusted to reflect 
(1) all previous credits, apportionments of 
Interstate construction funds and lapses of 
previous apportionments of Interstate con
struction funds, (2) previous withdrawals of 
Interstate segments, (3) previous allocations 
of Interstate discretionary funds, and (4) 
transfers of Interstate construction funds. 

(d) AVAILABILITY.-
(1) UNOBLIGATED BALANCES.-Unobligated 

balances of Interstate construction funds 
previously apportioned or allocated to a 
State, except the sums apportioned or allo
cated to Massachusetts, shall remain avail
able for obligation in that State until Sep
tember 30, 1992, under the laws, regulations, 

policies and procedures relating to the obli
gation and expenditure of Interstate con
struction funds in effect on September 30, 
1991. 

(2) FISCAL YEAR 1992, 1933 AND 1994 FUNDS.
Sums apportioned to a State under (c) for 
fiscal years 1992, 1993 and 1994 shall remain 
available for obligation in that State until 
the close of the fiscal year in which they 
were apportioned, under the laws, regula
tions, policies and procedures relating to the 
obligation and expenditure of Interstate con
struction funds in effect on September 30, 
1991. 

(3) FISCAL YEAR 1995 FUNDS.-Sums appor
tioned to a State under (c) for fiscal year 
1995 shall remain available for obligation in 
that State until expended under laws, regu
lations, policies and procedures relating to 
the obligation and expenditure of Interstate 
construction funds in effect on September 30, 
1991. 

(4) LAPSED FUNDS.-Sums which lapse in 
accordance with (d)(1) and (d)(2) shall be al
located to other States with remaining 
Interstate construction needs at the discre
tion of the Secretary. Provided, That lapsed 
funds shall not be allocated to Massachu
setts and Provided further That lapsed funds 
shall be allocated for ready to go projects 
and Provided further That lapsed funds shall 
not be allocated to any State that transfers 
Interstate apportionments under (e) during 
that fiscal year. 

(e) TRANSFER OF APPORTIONMENTS.-A 
State may transfer Interstate construction 
apportionments to its National Highway and 
Bridge Program apportionments in amounts 
equal to or less than the costs for additional 
work on sections of the Interstate System 
that have been built with Interstate con
struction funds and that are open to traffic 
as shown in the 1991 Interstate Cost Esti
mate. 
SEC. 1051NTERSTATE SUBSTITUTION. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There is authorized to be appropriated out of 
the Highway Account of the Highway Trust 
Fund for highway projects for the Interstate 
Substitution Program $240,000,000 per fiscal 
year for each of the fiscal years 1992, 1993, 
1994 and 1995. 

(b) APPORTIONMENT.-On October 1 of each 
fiscal year, or as soon thereafter as is prac
ticable, after making the deduction author
ized by 23 U.S.C. 104(a), the Secretary shall 
apportion the sums authorized in (a) among 
the States, as States is defined in 23 U.S.C. 
101, in the ratio that the remaining with
drawal value for Interstate substitute high
way projects in that State was to the nation
wide remaining withdrawal value for high
way projects on June 30 of the preceding fis
cal year. 

(C) AVAILABILITY.-Sums apportioned to a 
State under (b) and unobligated balances of 
Interstate substitution funds available to a 
State on September 30, 1991, shall be avail
able for obligation in that State until ex
pended under the laws, regulations, policies 
and procedures relating to the obligation and 
expenditure of Interstate substitution funds 
in effect on September 30, 1991. 

SEC. 106. OBUGATION CEILING. 
(a) GENERAL LIMITATION.-Notwithstanding 

any other provision of law the total of all ob
ligations for Federal-aid highway programs 
shall not exceed-

(1) $15,722,000,000 for fiscal year 1992; 
(2) $15,999,000,000 for fiscal year 1993; 
(3) $16,549,000,000 for fiscal year 1994; 
(4) $18,000,000,000 for fiscal year 1995; and 
(5) $20,000,000,000 for fiscal year 1996. 



May 21, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 11751 
(b) EXCEPTIONS.-The limitations under (a) 

shall not apply to obligations-
(!) For unobligated balances of minimum 

allocation funds, 
(2) For emergency relief, or 
(3) For unobligated balances of earthquake 

disaster assistance. 
(C) DISTRIBUTION OF OBLIGATION AUTHOR

ITY.-For each of fiscal years 1992, 1993, 1994, 
1995 and 1996 the Secretary shall distribute 
the limitation imposed by allocation in the 
ratio which sums authorized to be appro
priated for Federal-aid highways that are ap
portioned or allocated to each State for each 
fiscal year bears to the total of the sums au
thorized to be appropriated for Federal-aid 
highways that are apportioned or allocated 
to all the States for each fiscal year Pro
vided, That the Secretary shall not distrib
ute amounts authorized for administrative 
expenses and the Federal lands highways 
programs and not distribute amounts nec
essary to carry out Metropolitan and Rural 
Innovative Bonus Projects. 

(d) LIMITATION ON OBLIGATION AUTHORITY.
(!) During the period October 1 through De

cember 31 of each of fiscal years 1992, 1993, 
and 1994 no state shall obligate more than 35 
percent of the amount distributed to that 
State under (c) for the fiscal year, and the 
total of all State obligations during the pe
riod shall not exceed 25 percent of the total 
amount distributed to all States under (c) 
for the fiscal year. 

(2) During the period October 1 through De
cember 31 of each of fiscal years 1995 and 
1996, no State shall obligate more than 30 
percent of the amount distributed to that 
State under (c) for that fiscal year, and the 
total of all State obligations during the pe
riod shall not exceed 20 percent of the total 
amount distributed to all States under (c) 
for the fiscal year. 

(e) REDISTRIBUTION OF UNUSED OBLIGATION 
AUTHORITY.-Notwithstanding (C) and (d) the 
Secretary shall-

(1) provide all States with authority suffi
cient to prevent lapses of sums authorized to 
be appropriated for Federal-aid highways and 
highway safety construction which have 
been apportioned or allocated to a State, and 
may 

(2) After August 1 of each of the fiscal 
years 1992, 1993, 1994, 1995 and 1996, revise a 
distribution of the funds made available 
u·nder (c) for that fiscal year if a State will 
not obligate the amount distributed during 
that fiscal year and redistribute sufficient 
amounts to those States able to obligate 
amounts in addition to those previously dis
tributed during that fiscal year giving prior
ity to those States having large unobligated 
balances of funds apportioned under title 23, 
United States Code. 
SEC. 107. NATIONAL HIGHWAY AND BRIDGE SYS

TEM. 

(a) Section 102 of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 

"102. National Highway and Bridge System. 
" (a) The Congress hereby finds and de

clares-
"(1) National resources should be focused 

upon the important goals of preserving the 
nation's investment in its interstate systems 
and ensuring that these systems continue to 
actively support interstate commerce , na
tional defense, and linkage of major urban 
areas. 

"(2) Broad national defense, economic, 
safety, and international policy goals are ad
vanced by efficient transportation systems 
which ensure free movement of people, 
goods, and information. 

" (3) National transportation investments 
should increasingly encourage domestic and 
international commerce and trade. 

"(4) Based on congressionally established 
national transportation policy and objec
tives, a new Federal high priority highway 
network, a National Highway and Bridge 
System should be designated from the most 
vital elements of the current network. 

" (b) ESTABLISHMENT.-The National High
way and Bridge System shall be established 
to provide an interconnected system of prin
cipal arterial routes which will serve major 
population centers, ports, airports and inter
national border crossings; meet national de
fense requirements; and serve interstate and 
interregional travel. The National Highway 
and Bridge System shall consist of all cur
rently designated Interstate highways, an 
appropriate portion of the rural and urban 
principal arterial routes, including toll fa
cilities, and national defense highways. In 
addition other routes which meet the follow
ing criteria are eligible for inclusion. 

(1) Nationally significant truck routes. 
(2) Routes that provide nationally signifi

cant commodities with access to markets. 
(3) Access points to significant national 

parks, international border crossings, ports 
and airports and to major regions in the 
States. 

(4) Facilities that will provide logical con
nection between major population centers 
and the National Highway and Bridge Sys
tem. 

(6) Major urban corridors.". 
" (c) DESIGNATION.-Each State, in con

sultation with regional and local officials, 
shall designate the National Highway Sys
tem, with the approval of the Secretary. The 
National Highway System shall be based on 
a functional reclassification of roads and 
streets in each State which should be des
ignated by September 30, 1992 and shall be 
designated not later than September 30, 1993 
in accordance with guidelines issued by the 
Secretary which provide for an equitable al
location of mileage among the States. The 
Secretary may add segments to the National 
Highway System as may be necessary to 
meet National Highway Program objectives. 
For the first fiscal year 1992 and, if nec
essary, fiscal year 1993, States may use Na
tional Highway Program funds on the pre
liminary National Highway System des
ignated by the State and approved by the 
Secretary as of September 30, 1991. 

" (d) The Secretary shall establish criteria 
for reviewing projects to be funded as part of 
the National Highway and Bridge System. 
The criteria shall define eligible projects to 
include rehabilitation, resurfacing, restora
tion, capacity expansion, operational im
provement, safety, and new highway con
struction. The criteria shall ensure as a first 
priority for the use of available funds the 
adequate preservation and protection of in
vestments made in the Interstate highways 
in each State, and the provision of suitable 
traveling quality by the Interstate high
ways. The criteria shall permit funding in 
urbanized areas to be used to improve high
way and transit systems, where it can be 
shown that the improvement will provide an 
increase in the level of service within the 
corridor of the National Highway and Bridge 
System. The criteria will also permit the use 
of such funds for intercity rail projects and 
projects for access to ports, airports and re
lated facilities. 

" (e) DISCHARGE OF RESPONSIBILITIES.- The 
Secretary may discharge responsibilities 
under this title relative to any National 
Highway and Bridge System project: 

" (1) meeting the categorical exclusion cri
teria, as defined in 23 CFR 771 and having an 
estimated cost of construction of less than 
$5,000,000 upon the request of any State, by 
accepting a certification by the State trans
portation or highway department that these 
projects will be developed, let to contract 
and constructed in the same manner as other 
National Highway and Bridge System 
projects; 

"(2) meeting the categorical exclusion cri
teria, as defined in 23 CFR 771, costing over 
$5,000,000 selected in accordance with criteria 
established by the Secretary, by accepting a 
certification by the State transportation or 
highway department that these projects will 
be developed, let to contract and constructed 
in the same manner as other National High
way and Bridge System projects. 

"(f) PROCEDURES Al<'TER FISCAL YEAR 
1995.-After the fiscal year 1995, the Sec
retary shall discharge responsibilities for the 
National Highway and Bridge System 
projects described in (c)(1) by the certifi
cation process. The Secretary will, after fis
cal year 1995, rescind project approval if a 
satisfactory certification is not present by 
the State.". 
SEC. 108. URBAN AND RURAL HIGHWAY BRIDGE 

PROGRAM. 
Section 105 of title 23, United States Code, 

is amended to r-ead as follows: 
"SEC. 105. URBAN AND RURAL HIGHWAY AND 

BRIDGE PROGRAM. 
"(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Secretary shall 

establish an Urban and Rural Highway and 
Bridge Program to provide a category of 
funds that minimizes Federal requirements, 
and to provide flexibility in the use of avail
able funds for either highway or transit 
projects. The Urban and Rural Highway and 
Bridge program shall consist of all public 
highways (including bridges) functionally 
classified as arterials, urban collectors, and 
rural collectors other than those designated 
as part of the National Highway and Bridge 
System. Each State, in cooperation with its 
regional and local agencies, shall establish 
guidelines for implementing this program. 
The guidelines shall: (1) Include criteria for 
setting priorities and encouraging regional 
intermodal solutions, where appropriate. (2) 
Ensure administrative costs are minimized 
through simplification of processes and ap
plication of controls that ensure account
ability for both funds and projects. (3) En
sure that each agency has flexibility to use 
funds for transportation solutions that bring 
most efficient mobility increase and best ad
dress regional and local land use, air quality, 
and economic development issues. 

"(b) ELIGIBLE HIGHWAYS.-Highway 
projects may be funded on public roads ex
cept roads on the National Highway and 
Bridge System, roads functionally classified 
as local, or roads functionally classified as 
rural minor collector: Provided, That not to 
exceed 5 percent of a State's annual urban 
and rural highway and bridge program ap
portionment may be expended for highway 
safety improvements or eliminating rail
highway crossing hazards on public roads 
functionally classified as local or as rural 
minor collector and: Provided, That projects 
under (d) may be on the National Highway 
and Bridge System. 

"(c) ELIGIBLE PROJECTS.-Eligible projects 
include construction; operational improve
ments; highway safety improvements; high
way research and development; transpor
tation planning; capital transit projects like 
the construction, reconstruction, and im
provement of fixed rail facilities, including 
purchase of rolling stock for fixed rail; the 
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purchase of buses and support facilities ; cap
ital projects to improve access and coordina
tion between intercity and rural bus service; 
technology transfer projects; startup costs 
for traffic management and control projects; 
bicycle and pedestrian projects; projects to 
develop and improve scenic byways; projects 
to enhance rural and urban accessibility and 
mobility; the acquisition of outdoor adver
tising signs and the sites on which those 
signs are located; removal or screening of 
junkyards, and projects eligible under sec
tions 124, 137, 217, and 319. 

"(d) METROPOLITAN AND RURAL INNOVATIVE 
BONUS PROJECTS.-

"(!) The Secretary may approve innovative 
highway-related and transit-related imme
diate action, noncapital intensive projects to 
help relieve congestion and transportation 
related air quality problems in urbanized 
areas of more than 200,000 population, or 
projects in rural areas that respond to rural 
transportation problems through innovative 
approaches and strategies. 

"(2) Approval of projects shall be limited 
to those for which there is evidence that (A) 
the project can be implemented in a short 
time period; (B) there is a private sector 
commitment to and support for the project; 
(C) there is State and local support for the 
project including a commitment to operate 
and maintain the project after completion; 
(D) the project is noncapital intensive and 
cost effective; (E) in the case of rural 
projects, the project will demonstrate inno
vation and prototypicality for resolving 
rural transportation problems; (F) in the 
case of metropolitan projects, the project in
corporates demand management as well as 
supply improvement; and (G), in the case of 
metropolitan projects, the project will con
tribute to achieving National Ambient Air 
Quality standards and/or reduce congestion. 

"(3) Eligible activities for projects under 
this subsection will be those in (c) that com
ply with (2). 

"(e) REQUIREMENTS.-
"(!) COMPLIANCE WITH STATE REQUIRE

MENTS.-Projects must be designed, con
structed, operated, and maintained in ac
cordance with State laws, regulations, direc
tives, safety standards, design standards and 
construction standards. 

"(2) COMPLIANCE WITH FEDERAL REQUIRE
MENTS.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-Each State shall comply 
with the requirements of the Uniform Relo
cation Assistance and Real Property Acqui
sition Policies Act of 1970, as amended by the 
Uniform Relocation Act Amendments of 1987, 
the Single Audit Act of 1984, the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964, the Clean Air Act, the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the appli
cable requirements of title 23, United States 
Code, and other applicable Federal Laws, 
Regulations, and Executive Orders. 

"(B) DELEGATIONS.- The Secretary, in lieu 
of the Federal environmental review proce
dures otherwise applicable under the Na
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(NEPA) may, under regulations, provide for 
the approval of projects by recipients of as
sistance under this section who may assume 
all of the responsibilities for environmental 
review, decisionmaking, and action pursuant 
to that Act, and other provisions of law that 
would apply to the Secretary if the projects 
were undertaken as Federal projects. The 
Secretary shall issue regulations to carry 
out this paragraph only after consultation 
with the Council on Environmental quality. 

"(C) CERTIFICATION.-Each State or recipi
ent assuming responsibilities for the Sec
retary shall submit an annual certification 

under the regulations authorized by (B). The 
certification shall-

" (i) be in a form acceptable to the Sec
retary, 

"(ii) be executed by the chief executive of
ficer or other officer of the recipient of as
sistance under this section qualified under 
the regulations authorized by (B), 

" (iii) specify that the recipient of assist
ance under this section will fully carry out 
its responsibilities as described under the 
regulations authorized by (B), 

" (iv) specify that the certifying officer (I) 
consents to assume the status of a 
responsble Federal official under the Na
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) (NEPA) and each provi
sion of law specified in regulations issued by 
the Secretary insofar as the provisions of 
NEPA or other provisions of law apply under 
the regulations authorized by (A) or (B) and 
(ll) is authorized and consents on behalf of 
the recipient of assistance under this section 
and the certifying officer to accept the juris
diction of the Federal courts for the purpose 
of enforcement of the certifying officer's re
sponsibilities, and 

"(v) agrees that the Secretary's approval 
of any certification shall be deemed to sat
isfy the Secretary's responsibilities under 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and other provi
sions of law as the regulations of the Sec
retary specify insofar as those responsibil
ities relate to the approval of projects by re
cipients under this section. 

"(3) BRIDGE INSPECTION AND INVENTORY SYS
TEM.-The States must have an ongoing 
bridge inspection and inventory system. 

"(4) CONSULTATION.-Consultation with 
local officials and Indian tribal officials 
(where a tribe has jurisdiction or is affected 
by the project) on projects in rural and 
urban areas under 50,000 population is re
quired. 

"(5) COOPERATON IN URBANIZED AREAS.-In 
urbanized areas, projects shall be selected by 
the State in cooperation with local officials 
from a transportation improvement program 
developed under section 134. 

"(6) DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS.-The States 
shall develop a method to distribute appor
tionments within the State under this sec
tion fairly and equitably to rural areas, 
urban areas and urbanized areas of over 
200,000 population. 

"(7) COMPLIANCE.-If the Secretary deter
mines that a State or local government has 
failed to comply substantially with any pro
vision of this section, the Secretary shall no
tify the State that, if it fails to take corr'ec
tive action within 60 days from the receipt of 
the notification, the Secretary will withhold 
future payments under this section until the 
Secretary is satisfied that appropriate cor
rective action has been taken. 

"(f) OBLIGATION OF FUNDS AND METHOD OF 
PAYMENT.-

"(!) OBLIGATION OF FUNDS.- The Governor 
of each State shall certify prior to the begin
ning of each fiscal year that the State will 
meet all the requirements of (e) and shall no
tify the Secretary of the amount of obliga
tions expected to be incurred for Urban and 
Rural Highway and Bridge program projects: 
Provided, That the State may request adjust
ment to the obligation amounts later in the 
fiscal year. Acceptance of the notification 
and certification shall be deemed a contrac
tual obligation of the United States for the 
payment of the Urban and Rural Highway 
and Bridge funds expected to be obligated by 
the State in that fiscal year. 

"(2) FUNDING FOR METROPOLITAN AND RURAL 
INNOVATIVE BONUS PROJECTS.-(A) The Sec-

retary shall set aside from the obligation 
limitation established in section 106 of the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1991 $100,000,000 
for fiscal year 1992 and not to exceed 
$100,000,000 for the fiscal years 1993, 1994, 1995 
and 1996 for Metropolitan and Rural Innova
tive Bonus Projects. (B) When a state wants 
to implement a project under (d) and qualify 
for bonus obligation authority, it must sub
mit a request for approval of the project 
along with plans, specifications, and esti
mates of the cost of the project. Approval of 
the request will constitute a contractual ob
ligation of the United States for payment 
and will be accompanied by bonus obligation 
authority from the set aside of obligation 
authority provided in (A). 

" (3) METHOD OF PAYMENT.-The Secretary 
shall make payments to a State of costs in
curred by it on the program. Payments shall 
not exceed the Federal share of costs in
curred as of the date the State requests pay
ment. 

"(g) REVIEW AND REPORTS.-The Secretary 
may conduct reviews of State procedures and 
projects. The States shall report annually to 
the Secretary in accordance with guidelines 
under this section.". 
SEC. 109. TOLL ROADS, BRIDGES, TUNNELS, AND 

FERRIES. 
(a) Section 129 of title 23, United States 

Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 129. TOLL ROADS, BRIDGES, TUNNELS, AND 

FERRIES. 
"(a) FEDERAL FUNDS.-
"(1) FREEDOM FROM TOLLS.-Except as oth

erwise provided in this title, Federal funds 
provided to carry out this title may not be 
obligated on existing toll facilities. A State 
may impose a toll for reconstruction of any 
segment of a public highway within its juris
diction when such segment has exceeded its 
design life. Toll receipts received in excess of 
the cost of operation and maintenance of the 
facility may not be used for any purpose 
other than activities eligible under this 
title. 

" (2) FEDERAL SHARE PAYABLE.-Notwith
standing any other provision of this title, 
the Federal share payable for any project 
under this section shall not exceed 35 percent 
of the cost of the project. 

"(b) NATIONAL HIGHWAY AND BRIDGE SYS
TEM FUNDS.-A State may impose tolls on 
any segment of its National Highway and 
Bridge System that is constructed subse
quent to the effective date of this paragraph. 
The net revenue derived from such tolls 
must be used to rehabilitate such segment 
and any remaining revenue shall be used for 
construction and rehabilitation on the 
State's National Highway and Bridge Sys
tem. 

"(c) URBAN AND RURAL AND HIGHWAY 
BRIDGE PROGRAM FUNDS.- Urban and Rural 
Highway and Bridge Program funds may be 
obligated to construct new toll highways, 
bridges, and tunnels; improve existing toll 
highways, bridges and tunnels; and improve 
and convert free highways, bridges, and tun
nels to toll facilities. 

"(d) PAST FEDERAL FUNDING.-Projects 
constructed under this section shall not re
quire any reimbursement of past Federal 
share funding. 

" (e) PRIVATE 0PERATION.-A State may 
lease any existing or planned facility to a 
private entity. The lease agreement shall re
quire the lessee to maintain and operate the 
facility and set a toll sufficient to maintain 
and operate the facility , service debt and 
provide an adequate return on investment. 
All toll facilities shall be publicly owned and 
operated Provided that a State IlMl.Y contract 
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with a private firm to design, finance, con
struct and operate a toll facility , Provided 
further that the State shall be responsible 
for all requirements under this title and Pro
vided further that there may be private par
ticipation in any State matching share for a 
project. 

"(f) AGREEMENT WITH THE STATE.-For fa
cilities constructed with funds derived from 
the Highway Trust Fund, the State highway 
department or departments must be a party 
or parties to an agreement with the Sec
retary in which it or they undertake per
formance of the following obligations: 

" (1) All tolls received from the operation 
of the facility, less actual costs of operation 
and maintenance, shall be applied to the re
payment, including debt service and reason
able return on investment, to the party fi
nancing the facility, except that part which 
was contributed by the United States. 

"(2) Tolls may be continued after recovery 
of costs only to the extent that tolls received 
from the facility less the actual cost of oper
ation and maintenance are used for a pur
pose eligible under this title. 

" (g) FERRY APPROACHES.-The Secretary 
may permit Federal participation under this 
title in the construction of a project con
stituting an approach to a ferry subject to 
all of the conditions set forth in this section 
applicable to toll roads. 

"(h) CONSTRUCTION OF FERRY BOATS.- The 
Secretary may permit Federal participation 
under this title in the construction of ferry 
boats, whether toll or free, subject to all of 
the conditions set forth in this section appli
cable to toll roads." . 

(b) Toll facility agreements reached before 
October 1, 1991 under section 105 of the Fed
eral-Aid Highway Act of 1978 or 23 U.S.C. 129 
restricting the imposition of tolls on facili
ties constructed with Federal funds may be 
amended to continue tolls pursuant to 23 
u.s.c. 129 (f) . 
SEC. 110. NATIONAL MAXIMUM SPEED UMIT. 

Section 154 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 154. NATIONAL MAXIMUM SPEED UMIT. 

"(a) SPEED LIMIT.-A State shall not have 
(1) a maximum speed limit on any public 
highway within its jurisdiction in excess of 
55 miles per hour other than a highway on 
the Interstate System located outside of an 
urbanized area (2) a maximum speed limit on 
any highway within its jurisdiction on the 
Interstate System located outside of an ur
banized area in excess of 65 miles per hour, 
(3) a maximum speed limit on any highway 
within its jurisdiction in excess of 65 miles 
per hour and located outside an urbanized 
area which is--(A) constructed to Interstate 
standards in accordance with section 109(b) 
of title 23, United States Code in effect on 
September 30, 1991 and connected to an Inter
state highway posted at 65 miles per hour; 
(B) a divided 4-lane fully controlled access 
highway designed or constructed to connect 
to an Interstate highway posted at 65 miles 
per hour and constructed to design and con
struction standards as determined by the 
Secretary which provide a facility adequate 
for a speed limit of 65 miles per hour; or (C) 
constru{)ted to the geometric and construc
tion standards adequate for current and 
probable future traffic demands and for the 
needs of the locality and is designated by the 
Secretary as part of the Interstate System in 
accordance with section 139(c) of title 23, 
United States Code in effect on September 
30, 1991, or (4) a speed limit on any other por
tion of a public highway within its jurisdic
tion which is not uniformly applicable to all 
types of motor vehicles using that portion Gf 

the highway, if on November 1, 1973, that 
portion of the highway had a speed limit 
which was uniformly applicable to all types 
of motor vehicles using it. A lower speed 
limit may be established for any vehicle op
erating under a special permit because of 
any weight or dimension of that vehicle in
cluding any load thereon. Clause (4) shall not 
apply to any portion of a highway, during 
the time the condition of the highway, 
weather, an accident, or other condition cre
ates a temporary hazard to the safety of 
traffic on that portion of a highway. 

"(b) MOTOR VEHICLE DEFINED.- As used in 
this section the term "motor vehicle" means 
any vehicle driven or drawn by mechanical 
power manufactured primarily for use on 
public highways, except any vehicle operated 
exclusively on a rail or rails. 

"(c) CERTIFICATION.-Each State shall cer
tify to the Secretary before January 1 of 
each year that it is enforcing all speed limits 
on public highways in accordance with this 
section. The Secretary shall not approve any 
project under section 110 in any State which 
has failed to certify in accordance with this 
subsection. In preparing a certification 
under this subsection, the State shall con
sider the speed-related data it submits to the 
Secretary.". 

SEC. 111. MINIMUM ALLOCATION. 
(1) 90% MINIMUM ALLOCATION.-Paragraph 

(a)(3)(A) of section 157 of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

"(A) GENERAL RULE.-In each fiscal year, 
on October 1, or as soon as possible there
after, the Secretary shall allocate among the 
States amounts sufficient to ensure that the 
total of apportionments and minimum allo
cation for each State in each such fiscal year 
shall not be less than 90 per centum of the 
percentage of estimated tax payments into 
the Highway Account of the Highway Trust 
Fund, attributable to highway users in the 
State (in the latest year for which such data 
are available) of total apportionments in 
each such fiscal year and allocations for the 
prior year (except allocations for emergency 
relief, forest highways, Indian reservation 
roads, parkways and park roads, non
construction safety grants authorized by sec
tions 402, 406 and 408 of this title, and Bureau 
of Motor Carrier Safety Grants authorized 
by section 404 of the Surface Transportation 
Assistance Act of 1982)." . 

(b) HOLD HARMLESS.-Subsection (f) is 
added to section 157 of title 23, United States 
Code to read as follows: 

"(f) HOLD HARMLESS.-In each fiscal year 
the Secretary shall allocate among the 
States amounts sufficient to ensure that 
each State's total apportionment from the 
Highway Account of the Highway Trust 
Fund for the year is not less than that made 
during the 1991 fiscal year (excluding any 
Interstate construction funds in excess of FY 
921h% minimum, Interstate substitution, and 
amounts for demonstration or discretionary 
funding programs or projects." 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(!) Subsection (b) of section 157 of title 23, 

United States Code is amended by striking 
"primary, secondary, Interstate, urban, 
bridge replacement and rehabilitation, haz
ard eliminations, and rail-highway cross
ings" and inserting in lieu thereof, "Inter
state, National Highway and Bridge Program 
and Urban and Rural Highway and Bridge 
Program''. 

(2) Subsection (d) of said section is amend
ed by striking " section 154(f) or 158(a) of this 
section or any other provision" and inserting 
in lieu thereGf " a.''. 

SEC. 112. URBANIZED AREA PLANNING. 
(a) Section 134 of title 23, United States 

Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 134. URBANIZED AREA PLANNING 

" (a) PLANNING; URBANIZED AREAS.-It is in 
the national interest to encourage and pro
mote the development of transportation sys
tems embracing various modes of transpor
tation in a manner that will serve the States 
and local communities efficiently and effec
tively. To accomplish this objective, the Sec
retary shall cooperate with State and local 
officials in urbanized areas in the develop
ment of transportation plans and programs 
which are formulated with due consideration 
to comprehensive long-range land use plans, 
development objectives, innovative financing 
mechanism including value capture, overall 
social, economic, environmental, system per
formance, and energy conservation goals and 
objectives; and with due consideration to 
their probable effect on the future develop
ment of the area. The process for developing 
plans and programs shall be coordinated 
with the process for development of the 
transportation measures of the State Imple
mentation Plan required by the Clean Air 
Act, as amended. The transportation plan
ning process as a minimum shall cover the 
existing urbanized area and the area ex
pected to become urbanized within the fore
cast period, and many encompass the entire 
Metropolitan Statistical Area/Consolidated 
Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA/CMSA) 
at the discretion of the Governor and the af
fected units of local government. 

"(b) PLANNING; URBANIZED AREAS OF MORE 
THAN 200,000 POPULATION.- In urbanized 
areas of more than 200,000 population trans
portation plans and programs shall be based 
on a continuing transporation planning proc
ess carried out by a metropolitan planning 
organization in cooperation with the State 
and transit operators and shall be com
prehensive to the degree appropriate based 
on the complexity of transportation prob
lems in the area, including transportation 
related air quality problems. The process 
shall consider all modes of transportation, 
including intermodal connectivity, and the 
balance between future development and 
transportation needs including opportunities 
for corridor preservation and shall include 
the development of a transportation im
provement program. The process shall also 
consider the impacts of land use decisions on 
transportation needs including opportunities 
for corridor preservation. In addition, the 
planning process shall include an area wide 
multimodal congestion management system 
appropriate for the size of the area and the 
complexity of transportation problems in the 
area, including transportation related air 
quality problems, that provides for effective 
management of new and existing transpor
tation facilities through the use of travel de
mand reduction and operational manage
ment strategies. In non-attainment areas for 
transportation related pollutants the 
multimodal congestion management system 
shall address air quality considerations and 
shall be coordinated with the process for de
velopment of the transportation element of 
the State Implementation Plan required by 
the Clean Air Act. The costs and impacts of 
proposed action on both mobility and air 
quality shall be evaluated. No highway 
project in urbanized areas of more than 
200,000 population that by reconstruction or 
new construction significantly increases the 
vehicle carrying capacity of a transportation 
corridor shall be approved by the Secretary 
unless the project is consistent with the con
gestion management system. The metropoli-
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tan planning organization shall cooperate 
with the State in the development and im
plementation of a congestion management 
system, a bridge management system, a 
pavement management system, a safety 
management system and a traffic monitor
ing system as required under section 122. 

"(c) METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZA
TION.-A metropolitan planning organization 
shall be designated in each urbanized area by 
agreement among the units of general pur
pose local government and the Governor to 
carry out the transportation planning proc
ess required by this section. 

"(d) TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PRO
GRAM.-The metropolitan planning organiza
tion in cooperation with the State and tran
sit operators shall develop a transportation 
improvement program that includes all 
projects proposed for funding within the 
study area under the National Highway and 
Bridge Program and the Urban and Rural 
Highway and Bridge Program. In urbanized 
areas of more than 200,000 population devel
opment of the transportation improvement 
program shall be based on a process consist
ent with (b). 

"(e) PLANNING; URBANIZED AREAS OF 200,000 
POPULATION OR LESS.-ln urbanized areas of 
200,000 population or less, the metropolitan 
planning organization, the State and transit 
operators shall, as a minimum, meet the re
quirements of this section by the develop
ment of a transportation improvement pro
gram that includes projects to be funded 
under the National Highway and Bridge Pro
gram and the Urban and Rural Highway and 
Bridge Program. The transportation im
provement program shall fully consider 
transportation related air quality prob
lems.". 

(b) The analysis of chapter 1 of title 23, 
United States Code is amended by striking 
"134. Transportation planning in certain 
urban areas." and inserting in lieu thereof 
"134. Urbanized Area Planning.". 
SEC. 113. RESEARCH, STATEWIDE PLANNING AND 

DATA COLLECTION. 
(a) Section 307 of title 23 United States 

Code is amended as follows: 
"(1) Subsection (b) is designated (b)(1), and 

the following new paragraphs are added 
thereafter: 

"(2) The highway research program shall 
include a coordinated long term program of 
research on Intelligent Vehicle Highway Sys
tems. 

"(3) The highway research program shall 
include a coordinated long term program of 
research for the development, use and 
disseminaton of performance indicators to 
measure the performance of the surface 
transportation system, including indicators 
for productivity, efficiency, energy use, air 
quality, congestion, safety, maintenance, 
and other factors that reflect the overall per
formance of the surface transportation sys
tem. 

"(4) The highway research program shall 
continue those portions of the work of the 
Strategic Highway Research Program that 
the Secretary deems to be important. 

"(5) The Secretary shall create and admin
ister a transportation research fellowship 
program to attract qualified students to 
fields of transportation engineering and re
search, which shall be known as the Dwight 
David Eisenhower Transportation Fellowship 
Program. No less than $2,000,000 per fiscal 
year of the funds set aside pursuant to sec
tion 307 shall be made available to carry out 
this paragraph.". 

(2) Subsection (c) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"(c) STATEWIDE TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 
AND RESEARCH PROGRAM.-

"(1) PLANNING.-It is in the national inter
est to encourage and promote the develop
ment of transportation systems in a manner 
that will serve the States and local commu
nities efficiently and effectively. To accom
plish this objective, the Secretary shall co
operate with the States in carrying out 
Statewide transportation planning to sup
port transportation programs and projects 
funded under this title. Statewide transpor
tation planning shall be carried out in co
ordination with transportation planning ac
tivities of local jurisdictions, including the 
development of the transportation portion of 
the State Implementation Plan required by 
the Clean Air Act, and shall be accomplished 
in concert with the requirements of section 
134. The transportation planning process as a 
minimum shall cover the existing urbanized 
area and the area expected to become urban
ized within the forecast period. Statewide 
transportation planning shall promote the 
coordination of various transportation 
modes with due consideration of national 
goals like system preservation, highway 
safety, and preservation of the environment. 
Statewide transportation planning shall sup
port the development and implementation of 
the systems required under section . 

"(2) RESEARCH.-It is in the national inter
est to encourage and promote highway re
search by the States to develop transpor
tation systems that will serve the States and 
local communities efficiently and effec
tively. To accomplish this objective, the Sec
retary shall cooperate with the States in 
carrying out State highway research. Funds 
available to carry out this section shall be 
obligated for engineering and economic sur
veys and investigations; for studies of the 
economy, safety, and convenience of high
way usage and the desirable regulation and 
equitable taxation of highway usage; for 
technology transfer activities; for studies of 
the effects of highway usage on the environ
ment and the effectiveness of environmental 
mitigation measures; for research and devel
opment, necessary in connection with the 
planning, design, construction, operations, 
safety, rehabilitation and maintenance of 
highways and highway systems; and for 
study, research and training on engineering 
standards and construction materials, in
cluding evaluation and accreditation of in
spection and testing, and the regulation and 
taxation of their use. 

"(3) STATE SUPPLIED DATA.-The States and 
local units of government shall provide data 
as specified by the Secretary to support na
tional studies, highway performance mon
itoring, and other activities established by 
this title. 

"(4) EARMARKED FUNDS.---One and one-half 
percent of the sums apportioned to each 
State for each fiscal year for the National 
Highway and Bridge Program and the Urban 
and Rural Highway and Bridge Program 
shall be available only to carry out the re
quirements of (a), (b) and (c). 

"(5) STATE MATCHING SHARE WAIVER.-Sums 
made available under (d) shall be matched by 
the State in accordance with section 120 un
less the Secretary determines that the inter
est of the Federal highway program would be 
best served without matching.". 

(3) Subsection (f) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"(f) CONDITION, PERFORMANCE, NEEDS RE
PORT.-The Secretary shall report to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works of the Senate and the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation of the 

House of Representatives in January 1993, 
and in January of every second year there
after, the condition and performance of the 
existing system and estimates of the future 
highway and bridge needs of the Nation. Be
ginning with the report due in January 1995, 
the report shall include the results of studies 
of the air quality impacts of transportation 
programs including the air quality benefits 
realized from transportation control meas
ure required under the Clean Air Act.". 

(b) DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS.-
(1) BUREAU OF TRANSPORTATION STATIS

TICS.-There is hereby established within the 
Department of Transportation a Bureau of 
Transportation Statistics. The Bureau shall 
be headed by a Director (hereafter referred 
to as 'the Director'), who shall be appointed 
by the President with the advice and consent 
of the Senate, and who shall be removable 
only for cause. 

(2) NEW REQUIREMENTS.-Section 303 of title 
23, United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

"Sec. 303. Data Collection and Analysis. 
"(a) PROGRAM.-The Director of the Bureau 

of Transportation Statistics, in cooperation 
with the States, shall pursue a comprehen
sive, long-term program for the collection 
and analysis of data relating to the perform
ance of the national transportation system. 
This effort shall-

"(1) be coordinated with the efforts under
taken pursuant to section 307(b)(3) to develop 
performance indicators for the national 
transportation system; 

"(2) assure that data and other informa
tion is collected in a manner to maximize 
the ability to compare data from different 
regions and time periods; and 

"(3) assure that data is quality controlled 
for accuracy and is disseminated to the 
States and other interested parties. 

"(b) ESTIMATES.-The Director shall 
produce, on an annual basis, unbiased and 
comparable estimates of factors including 
but not limited to productivity in the var
ious portions of the transportation sector, 
traffic flows, travel times, vehicle weights, 
variables influencing traveller behavior in
cluding choice of mode, travel costs of intra
city commuting and intercity trips, fre
quency of vehicle and transportation facility 
repairs and other interruptions of service, 
accidents, collateral damage to the human 
and natural environment, and the condition 
of the transportation system, which esti
mates shall be suitable for conducting cost
benefit studies and other analysis necessary 
for prioritizing transportation system prob
lems and analyzing proposed solutions. 

"(c) REPORTS.-Beginning on October 1, 
1992, and every twelve months thereafter, the 
Director shall submit to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works of the Senate 
and Committee on Public Works and Trans
portation of the House of Representatives a 
report containing the estimates described in 
subsection (b) and otherwise describing the 
status of the transportation system in the 
United States. 

"(d) COLLECTION OF DATA.-The Secretary 
may use any authority granted under this or 
any other title, or any Act to collect data 
the Secretary deems to be important in car
rying out the provision of this section.". 

(3) ANALYSIS-The analysis for chapter 3 of 
title 23, United States Code, is amended by 
striking "Sec. 303, [Repealed, Public Law 97-
449]." and inserting in lieu thereof "Sec. 303. 
Data Collection and Analysis.". 

(C) COLLABORATIVE RESEARCH AND DEVEL
OPMENT.-Section 307 of title 23, United 
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States Code, is amended by adding sub
section (g) as follows: 

"(g) COLLABORATIVE RESEARCH AND DEVEL
OPMENT.-For purposes of encouraging inno
vative solutions to highway problems, and 
stimulating the marketing of new tech
nology by private industry, the Secretary is 
authorized to undertake on a cost-shared 
basis, collaborative research and develop
ment with non-Federal entities, including 
State and local governments, foreign govern
ments, colleges and universities, corpora
tions, institutions, partnerships, sole propri
etorships, and trade associations which are 
incorporated or established under the laws of 
any of the States of the United States. In 
carrying out this section, the Secretary may 
enter into a cooperative research and devel
opment agreement, as defined in section 12 of 
the Stevenson-Wydler Technology Innova
tion Act of 1980, as amended (15 U.S.C. 3710a). 
The average Federal share in these agree
ments shall not exceed 50 percent except, 
where there is substantial public interest or 
benefit, the Secretary may approve a higher 
Federal level of participation. Cooperative 
research and development agreements shall 
recognize all directly related costs to the 
non-Federal partners including personnel, 
travel, hardware development, etc. The re
search, development, or utilization, of any 
technology pursuant to an agreement under 
the above provisions, including the terms 
under which technology may be licensed and 
the resulting royalties may be distributed, 
shall be subject to provisions of the Steven
son-Wydler Technology Innovation Act of 
1980, as amended.". 
SEC. 114. MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS; TRAFFIC MON

ITORING SYSTEM. 
(a) Section 122 of title 23, United States 

Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 122. MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS; TRAFFIC 

MONITORING SYSTEM. 
"(a) MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS.-Each State 

shall have a Bridge Management System, a 
Pavement Management System, a Safety 
Management System, and a Congestion Man
agement System developed in accordance 
with regulations prescribed by the Sec
retary. Systems shall include inventories 
and use current condition data to identify 
needs. The Secretary may withhold project 
approvals on National Highway and Bridge 
Program projects for failure to have ap
proved systems. The regulations shall pro
vide for periodic Federal review of the Man
agement Systems. 

"(b) TRAFFIC MONITORING SYSTEM.-Each 
State shall have a Traffic Monitoring Sys
tem to provide statistically based traffic 
data necessary for pavement management, 
bridge evaluation, safety management, con
gestion management, national studies, and 
other activities under this title. The Sec
retary shall establish guidelines and require
ments for the Traffic Monitoring System.". 

(b) The analysis of chapter 1 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
"122. Payment to the States for bond retire
ment." and inserting in lieu thereof "122. 
Management systems; Traffic Monitoring 
System.". 
SEC. 115. ACQUISITION OF RIGHTS-OF-WAY. 

(a) Section 108 of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 108. ACQUISITION OF RIGHTS-OF-WAY. 

"(a) ADVANCE ACQUISITIONS OF RIGHTS-OF
WAY.-

"(1) RIGHT-OF-WAY REVOLVING FUND.-There 
is hereby established in the Treasury of the 
United States a revolving fund to be known 
as the right-of-way revolving fund which 
shall be administered by the Secretary. 

Sums authorized to be appropriated to the 
right-of-way revolving fund shall be avail
able for obligation without regard to the fis
cal year for which the sums are authorized. 

"(2) ADVANCES.-For the purpose of acquir
ing rights-of-way for future construction on 
the National Highway and Bridge System 
and for making payments for the moving or 
relocation of persons, businesses, farms and 
other existing uses of real property caused 
by the acquisition of rights-of-way, the Sec
retary, upon request of a State highway de
partment, is authorized to advance funds to 
the States, at no interest, from amounts 
available in the right-of-way revolving fund. 
Funds advanced may be used to pay the en
tire cost of projects for the acquisition of 
rights-of-way, including the net cost to the 
State of property management, if any, and 
related moving and relocation payments. In
terest paid by the State shall be credited to 
the Highway Account of the Highway Trust 
Fund. 

"(3) CREDITS TO THE RIGHT-OF-WAY REVOLV
ING FUND.-Actual construction on rights-of
way shall be commenced within a period of 
not less than 2 years nor more than 20 years 
following the end of the fiscal year in which 
the Secretary approves the advance of funds, 
unless the Secretary shall provide for an ear
lier or later termination date. The State 
may retain the funds advanced until ap
proval by the Secretary of the project agree
ment for the actual construction on rights
of-way with respect to advanced funds, or 
the end of the 20th fiscal year following the 
end of the fiscal year in which the Secretary 
approves the advance of funds, whichever 
shall occur first. The right-of-way revolving 
fund shall then be credited with an amount 
equal to the funds advanced as provided in 
section 104. 

"(b) EARLY ACQUISITION OF RIGHTS-OF
WAY.-In addition to the authority provided 
in section 115(a), Federal funds may partici
pate in the costs incurred by a State for the 
acquisition of rights-of-way, acquired in ad
vance of any Federal approval or authoriza
tion, which are subsequently incorporated 
into a project on the National Highway and 
Bridge System and the costs incurred by a 
State for the acquisition of land necessary to 
preserve environmental and scenic values, 
acquired in advance of any Federal approval 
or authorization. The Federal share payable 
of the costs shall be eligible for reimburse
ment out of funds apportioned to the state 
for the National Highway and Bridge Pro
gram when the rights-of-way acquired are in
corporated into a project eligible for Na
tional Highway and Bridge Program funds, 
Provided, That the State demonstrates to the 
Secretary that: 

"(l)(A) Any land acquired and relocation 
assistance provided complied with the Uni
form Relocation Assistance and Real Prop
erty Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as 
amended. 

"(B) Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 
has been complied with, 

"(C) The alternative for which the right-of
way was acquired was selected by the State 
pursuant to a State process which, under 
regulations to be issued by the Secretary, 
provides for the consideration of the environ
mental impacts of various alternatives, and 
the property acquired under this section did 
not influence the environmental assessment 
of the project, including the decision relative 
to the need to construct the project or the 
selection of the specific location, and 

"(2) At the time that the cost incurred by 
a State is approved for Federal participation 
environmental compliance pursuant to Na-

tional Environmental Policy Act has been 
completed for the alternative for which the 
right-of-way was acquired by the State and 
the acquisitions have been approved by the 
Secretary under section 316, 49 U.S.C. 303, 
section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and 
other environmental laws as identified by 
the Secretary in regulations.". 

(b) The analysis of chapter 1 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
"108. Advance Acquisition of rights-of-way." 
and inserting in lieu thereof "108. Acquisi
tion of Rights-of-Way. 

SEC. 116. PRIVATE, STATE AND LOCAL DONA· 
TIONS. 

(a) SEC. 323 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 

"SEC. 323. PRIVATE, STATE AND LOCAL DONA· 
TIONS. 

"(a) DONATION OF PROPERTY BEING Ac
QUIRED.-Property being acquired for a 
project under this title may be donated to a 
Federal agency, a State agency or a political 
subdivision of a State after the owner or 
owners have been informed of the right to re
ceive just compensation for the acquisition 
of the property. 

"(b) DONATION OF PRIVATE FUNDS.-Inter
ested persons may donate private funds for 
use on a project under this title. Private do
nated funds may be applied to the State 
matching share for the project. 

"(c) CREDIT FOR DONATIONS.-
"(!) GENERAL RULE.-The State matching 

share for a project with respect to which 
Federal assistance is provided out of the 
Highway Account of the Highway Trust 
Fund may be credited with (A) the fair mar
ket value of land incorporated into the 
project and lawfully donated to the State 
after April 2, 1987, and (B) the fair market 
value of land owned by the State or a local 
government and incorporated into the 
project. 

"(2) ESTABLISHMENT OF FAIR MARKET 
VALUE.-The fair market value of land incor
porated into the project shall be established 
as determined by the Secretary. Fair market 
value shall not include increases and de
creases in value caused by the project. For 
purposes of this subsection, the fair market 
value of donated land shall be established as 
of the date the donation becomes effective or 
when equitable title to the land vests in the 
State, whichever is earlier, and the fair mar
ket value of State or local land incorporated 
into the project shall be established as of the 
date of entering into an agreement establish
ing that the land is needed for the project. 

"(3) LIMITATION ON AMOUNT OF CREDIT.-The 
credit received by a State pursuant to this 
subsection may not exceed the State's 
matching share for the project. 

"(d) PROCEDURES.-A donation in accord
ance with (a) or (b) may be made at any time 
during the development of a project. Any 
document executed as part of a donation 
prior to the approval of an environmental 
document prepared pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 shall clear
ly indicate that--

"(1) all alternatives to a proposed align
ment will be studied and considered pursuant 
to that Act; and 

"(2) acquisition of property or acceptance 
of private funds under this section shall not 
influence the environmental assessment of a 
project including the decision relative to the 
need to construct the project or the selection 
of a specific location.". 

(b) The analysis of chapter 3 of title 23, 
United States Code is amended by striking 
"323. Donations." and inserting in lieu there-
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of "323. Private, State and Local Dona
tions.". 
SEC. 117. WETLANDS. 

(a) Section 124 of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 124. WETLANDS. 

" National Highway and Bridge Program 
and Urban and Rural Highway and Bridge 
Program funds may be used either as part of 
a highway construction project or as a sepa
rate project to participate in wetland miti
gation banks or to contribute to Statewide 
programs which comply with the require
ments of the Secretary of the Army and the 
Administrator of the Environmental Protec
tion Agency that create, conserve, or en
hance wetland habitat. The programs may 
include the development of Statewide wet
land mitigation plans, State or regional wet
land conservation and enhancement banks, 
and other projects. Contributions toward 
these efforts may occur in advance of spe
cific project activity to build up credit for 
future projects that may impact wetlands.". 

(b) The analysis of chapter 1 of title 3, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
"124. Advance to States." and inserting in 
lieu thereof "124. Wetlands. " . 
SEC. 118. ACCESS TO RIGHTS-OF-WAY. 

Section 142 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 142. ACCESS TO RIGHTS-OF-WAY. 

"(a) In any case where sufficient land ex
ists within the publicly acquired rights-of
way of any highway, constructed in whole or 
in part with Federal-aid highway funds, to 
accommodate needed passenger or commuter 
rail, high speed ground transportation sys
tems including magnetic levitation systems, 
highway and nonhighway public mass transit 
facilities the Secretary shall authorize a 
State to make such lands and rights-of-way 
available without charge to a publicly or pri
vately owned authority or company for such 
purposes.''. 

(b) The analysis of chapter 1 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
"142. Public Transportation." and inserting 
in lieu thereof "142. Access to Rights of 
Way.". 
SEC. 119. DEFINITIONS AND DECLARATION OF 

POUCY. 
Section 101 of title 23, United States Code, 

is amended to read as follows: 
"SEc. 101. DEFINITIONS AND DECLARATION OF 

POUCY. 
"(a) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this title, un

less the context requires otherwise: 
"(1) CONSTRUCTION.-The term 'construc

tion' means all activities typically preced
ing, reasonably necessary for, leading to and 
including, the actual construction, resur
facing, restoration, rehabilitation, or recon
struction of a highway or components of a 
highway which have served their useful serv
ice life, as determined by the Secretary. 

" (2) COUNTY.-The term "county" includes 
corresponding units of government under 
any other name in States which do not have 
county organizations, and likewise in those 
States in which the county government does 
not have jurisdiction over highways it may 
be construed to mean any local government 
unit vested with jurisdiction over local high
ways. 

"(3) FEDERAL LANDS HIGHWAYS.-The term 
"Federal lands highways" means forest high
ways, park roads, parkways, and Indian res
ervation roads which are public roads. 

"(4) FOREST DEVELOPMENT ROADS AND 
TRAILS.-The term "forest development 
roads or trails" means forest roads or trails 
under the jurisdiction of the Forest Service. 

"(5) FOREST HIGHWAY.-The term " forest 
highway" means a forest road under the ju
risdiction of and maintained by a public au
thority and open to public travel. 

"(6) FOREST ROAD OR TRAIL.-The term 
" forest road or trail" means a road or trail 
wholly or partially within, or adjacent to, 
and serving the National Forest system and 
which is necessary for the protection, admin
istration, and utilization of the National 
Forest system and the use and development 
of its resources. 

"(7) HIGHWAY.-The term "highway" in
cludes roads, streets, and parkways, and also 
includes scenic easements, rights-of-way, 
bridges, railroad-highway crossings, tunnels, 
draining structures, signs, guardrails, and 
protective structures, in connection with 
highways. It further includes that portion of 
any interstate or international bridge or 
tunnel and the approaches thereto, the cost 
of which is assumed by a State highway de
partment including such facilities as may be 
required by the United States Customs Serv
ice and the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service in connection with the operation of 
an international bridge or tunnel. 

"(8) HIGHWAY SAFETY IMPROVEMENTs-The 
term "highway safety improvements" means 
highway improvements designed to elimi
nate or reduce existing and potential high
way hazards or reduce crash severity. 

"(9) INDIAN RESERVATION ROADS.-The term 
"Indian reservation roads" means public 
roads, including roads on the National High
way System that are located within or pro
vide access to an Indian reservation or In
dian trust land or restricted Indian land 
which is not subject to fee title alienation 
without the approval of the Federal Govern
ment or Indian and Alaska Native villages, 
groups, or communities in which Indians and 
Alaskan Natives reside, whom the Secretary 
of the Interior has determined are eligible 
for services generally available to Indians 
under Federal laws specifically applicable to 
Indians. 

"(10) INTERSTATE SYSTEM.-The term 
"Interstate System" means the National 
System of Interstate and Defense Highways 
described in section 103. 

"(11) MAINTENANCE.-The term "mainte
nance" means the preservation of the entire 
highway, including surface, shoulders, road
sides, structures, and traffic-control devices 
necessary for its safety and efficient utiliza
tion. 

"(12) NATIONAL HIGHWAY AND BRIDGE SYS
TEM.-The term "National Highway and 
Bridge System" means the National High
way and Bridge System described in section 
103. 

"(13) OPEN TO PUBLIC TRA VEL.-The term 
"open to public travel" means that the road 
section is available, except during scheduled 
periods, extreme weather or emergency con
ditions, passable by four-wheel standard pas
senger cars, and open to the general public 
for use without restrictive gates, prohibitive 
signs, or regulation other than restrictions 
based on size, weight, or class of registra
tion. Toll plazas of public toll roads are not 
considered restrictive gates. 

"(14) OPERATIONAL IMPROVEMENT.-The 
term "operational improvement" means a 
capital improvement other than a resur
facing restoring or rehabilitating improve
ment; additional lanes except high occu
pancy vehicle lanes; interchanges; grade sep
arations; or the construction of a new facil
ity on a new location. The term includes the 
installation of traffic surveillance and con
trol equipment; computerized signal sys
tems; motorist information systems, inte-

grated traffic control systems; incident man
agement programs; demand management 
strategies; high occupancy vehicle pref
erential treatments including the construc
tion of high occupancy vehicle lanes; and 
spot geometric and traffic control modifica
tions to alleviate specific bottlenecks and 
hazards. 

"(15) PARK ROAD.-The term "park road" 
means a public road that is located within, 
or provides access to, an area in the national 
park system with title and maintenance re
sponsibilities vested in the United States. 

"(16) PARKWAY.-The term "parkway" 
means a parkway authorized by an Act of 
Congress on lands to which title is vested in 
the United States. 

"(17) PROJECT AGREEMENT.-The term 
"project agreement" means the formal in
strument to be executed under section 110. 

"(18) PUBLIC AUTHORITY.-The term "public 
authority" means a Federal, State, county, 
town, or township, Indian tribe, municipal or 
other local government or instrumentality 
with authority to finance, build, operate or 
maintain toll or toll-free highway facilities. 

"(19) PUBLIC LANDS DEVELOPMENT ROADS 
AND TRAILS.-The term "public lands devel
opment roads and trails" means those roads 
and trails under the jurisdiction of the Bu
reau of Land Management. 

"(20) PUBLIC ROAD.-The term "public 
road" means any road or street under the ju
risdiction of and maintained by a public au
thority and open to public travel. 

"(21) RURAL AREAS.-The term "rural 
areas" means all areas of a State not in
cluded in urban areas. 

"(22) SECRETARY.-The term "Secretary" 
means Secretary of Transportation. 

"(23) STARTUP COSTS FOR TRAFFIC MANAGE
MENT AND CONTROL.-The term "startup COStS 
for traffic management and control" means 
initial costs, including labor, administra
tion, utilities and rent, for integrated traffic 
control systems, incident management pro
grams and traffic control centers. 

"(24) STATE.-The term "State" means any 
one of the fifty States, the District of Co
lumbia, or Puerto Rico. 

"(25) STATE FUNDS.-The term "State 
funds" includes funds raised under the au
thority of the State or any political or other 
subdivision thereof and made available for 
expenditure under the direct control of the 
State transportation or highway depart
ment. 

"(26) URBAN AREA.-The term "urban area" 
means an urbanized area or, in the case of an 
urbanized area encompassing more than one 
State that part of the urbanized area in each 
State, or urban place as designated by the 
Bureau of the Census having a population of 
five thousand or more and not within any ur
banized area, within boundaries to be fixed 
by responsible State and local officials in co
operation with each other, subject to ap
proval by the Secretary. Boundaries shall, as 
a minimum, encompass the entire urban 
place designated by the Bureau of the Cen
sus, except in the case of cities in the State 
of Maine and in the State of New Hampshire. 

"(27) URBANIZED AREA.-The term "urban
ized area" means an area with a population 
of 50,000 or more designated by the Bureau of 
the Census, within boundaries to be fixed by 
responsible State and local officials in co
operation with each other, subject to ap
proval by the Secretary. Boundaries shall, as 
a minimum, encompass the entire urbanized 
area within a State as designated by the Bu
reau of the Census. 

"(b) DECLARATION OF POLICY.-
"In general, the Congress of the United 

States finds that-
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"(1) The United States is a nation of di

verse metropolitan and rural regions with 
differing geographic, demographic, and eco
nomic characteristics. Changes in where and 
how we live, go to work, and send our goods 
to market, require new approaches in how we 
manage and fund future transportation pro
grams. 

"(2) Through past efforts, we have modern 
highways, transit systems and railroads that 
unite the nation, propel its economic 
progress and enhance its quality of life. 
These systems are our responsibility to man
age and preserve and, as necessary, to ex
pand. Changing conditions require new pro
grams and policy initiatives. 

"(3) The nation must redirect its collective 
efforts toward moving people, information, 
and goods rather than moving vehicles. The 
new federal program shall refocus national 
policies to respond to increasing inter-re
gional travel, relieving urban congestion, 
improving rural access, fostering 
intermodalism, enhancing air quality, con
serving energy and giving priority to 
projects (regardless of mode) that offer the 
best solutions to the transportation prob
lems and environmental considerations of 
each region. 

"(4) The essential element for an effective 
future program is a new Federal, State and 
local partnership. One that provides more 
funding and greater program flexibility
with accountability to Congress of the 
achievement of national objectives; places 
greater program management and resource 
contribution responsibilities at State and 
local levels; permits use of creative means to 
finance total systems needs including more 
opportunities for private sector investment 
and management. 

"(5) The United States needs a reauthor
ized surface transportation act that:-En
courages and assists State and local govern
ments to exercise initiative and innovation 
in responding to intra-regional and intra
state transportation needs. Dedicates high
way user fee revenues solely to transpor
tation needs, keeping them exempt from 
non-transportation uses and available to the 
States at authorized levels each year; Pro
vides full funding for the completion of the 
unfinished Interstate Construction Program 
including substitute projects; Takes a com
prehensive approach to highway safety; De
fines Federal program transportation respon
sibilities among the various levels of govern
ment; Encourages policies that will promote 
economic strength in regional markets; Pro
motes energy conservation; and Reconciles 
differences between environmental and 
transportation policies and makes these 
policies mutually reinforcing.". 
SEC. 120. FEDERAL-AID SYSTEMS. 

Section 103 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 103. FEDERAL-AID SYSTEMS. 

"(a) INTERSTATE SYSTEM.-
"(1) DEFINED.-The Interstate System is a 

system located (1) to connect by routes, as 
direct as practicable, principal metropolitan 
areas, cities, and industrial centers, (2) to 
serve the national defense, and (3) to the 
greatest extent possible, to connect at suit
able border points with routes of continental 
importance in Canada and Mexico. The Inter
state System is that system designated 
under this title before the enactment of this 
section Provided that mileage designated in 
States that had no Interstate mileage until 
after December 29, 1981, must be classified as 
principal arterial to be included. 

"(2) ADDITIONS TO THE INTERSTATE SYS
TEM.-Upon application of a State and ap-

pro val of the Secretary additions may be 
made to the Interstate System of, (1) exist
ing or new toll or free mileage meeting 
Interstate standards that is connected to the 
Interstate System and (2) mileage designated 
in States that had no Interstate mileage 
until after December 29, 1981 meeting Inter
state mileage until after December 29, 1981 
meeting Interstate standards. 
SEC. 121. APPORTIONMENT. 

Sec. 104 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 104. APPORTIONMENT. 

"(a) ADMINISTRATIVE, RESEARCH AND DATA 
COLLECTION DEDUCTION.--On October 1 of 
each fiscal year, or as soon thereafter as is 
practicable, the Secretary shall deduct not 
to exceed 3% percent of the sums authorized 
to be appropriated for expenditure for the 
National Highway and Bridge Program, the 
Interstate Construction Program, the Urban 
and Rural Highway and Bridge Program, and 
the Interstate Substitution Program for pay
ment of the administrative expenses of the 
Federal Highway Administration and for car
rying on the research, data collection and 
other programs authorized by sections 303 
and 307 Provided that funds shall be available 
from the administrative deduction for Oper
ation Lifesaver, a national public informa
tion program to educate the public of the in
herent hazards at railway-highway crossings. 
In making a determination, the Secretary 
shall take into account the unexpended bal
ance of any sums deducted in prior years. 
The sum deducted shall be available for ex
penditure until expended. 

"(b) URBANIZED AREA PLANNING.-
"(!) DEDUCTION.--On October 1 of each fis

cal year, or as soon thereafter as is prac
ticable, the Secretary, after making the de
duction authorized by (a) shall deduct 1/2 of 
1 percent of the remaining funds authorized 
to be appropriated for the National Highway 
and Bridge Program, the Interstate Con
struction Program, the Urban and Rural 
Highway and Bridge Program for that fiscal 
year for the purpose of carrying out the ob
jective of section 134. 

"(2) APPORTIONMENT FORMULA.-Funds de
ducted under (1) shall be apportioned to the 
States in the ratio which the population in 
urbanized areas in each State bears to the 
total population in urbanized areas in all the 
States as shown by the latest available cen
sus, except that no State shall receive less 
than 112 of 1 percent of the amount appor
tioned. 

"(3) AVAILABILITY WITHIN A STATE.-The 
funds apportioned to any State under (2) 
shall be made available by the State to met
ropolitan planning organizations designated 
as being responsible together with the State 
for carrying out the objective of section 134. 

"(4) USE OF FUNDS OUTSIDE OF URBANIZED 
AREAS.-Upon an agreement of a State and a 
metropolitan planning organization that 
funds available to the metropolitan planning 
organization are in excess of its needs, the 
excess amount may be used to do transpor
tation planning outside of urbanized areas. A 
State receiving the minimum apportionment 
under (2) may, subject to the approval of the 
Secretary, use the funds apportioned to fi
nance transportation planning outside of ur
banized areas. 

"(5) FEDERAL SHARE PAYABLE.-The Federal 
share payable for the Urbanized Area Plan
ning Funds provided by this subsection shall 
be as is provided in section 120 except where 
the secretary determines that the Federal 
interest will be best served without a State 
match. 

"(6) APPORTIONMENT WITHIN A STATE.-The 
distribution within any State of the plan
ning funds made available under (3) shall be 
by a formula developed by each State and ap
proved by the Secretary, which considers 
population in and provides an appropriate 
distribution for all urbanized areas to carry 
out the processes described in section 134. 

"(c) APPORTIONMENT.--On October 1 of each 
fiscal year, or as soon thereafter as is prac
ticable, the Secretary after making the de
ductions authorized by (a) and (b) shall ap
portion sums authorized to be appropriated 
for that fiscal year for the National Highway 
and Bridge Program, and the Urban and 
Rural Highway and Bridge Program, among 
the several States in the following manner: 

"(1) NATIONAL HIGHWAY AND BRIDGE PRO
GRAM.-

"(A) APPORTIONMENT FORMULA.-
For the National Highway and Bridge pro

gram-
119 in the ratio which the rural lane miles 

in each State bears to those of all States; 
1/9 in the ratio which rural vehicle miles 

travelled in each State bears to those of all 
States; 

2/9 in the ratio which the urban lane miles 
in each State bears to those of all States; 

2/9 in the ratio which the urban lane miles 
in each State bears to those of all States; 
and 

3/9 in the ratio which diesel fuel consumed 
in each State bears to that consumed in all 
States. 

"(B) MINIMUM APPORTIONMENT.-No State 
shall receive less than 1/2 of 1 percent of each 
year's apportionment. 

"(C) TRANSFER TO URBAN AND RURAL HIGH
WAY AND BRIDGE PROGRAM.-A State may 
transfer up to 20 percent of its annual Na
tional Highway and Bridge Program appor
tionment to its Urban and Rural Highway 
and Bridge Program if the State and the Sec
retary agree that adequate Interstate Sys
tem conditions exist and if the State meets 
criteria established by the Secretary. 

"(2) URBAN AND RURAL HIGHWAY AND BRIDGE 
PROGRAM.-

"(A) APPORTIONMENT FORMULA.-The funds 
authorized to be appropriated for the Urban 
and Rural Highway and Bridge Program 
shall be apportioned in the ratio of attrib
utable tax payments to the Highway Ac
count of the Highway Trust Fund, attrib
utable to the highway users of each State: 
Provided, That no State shall receive less 
than 112 of 1 percent of each years apportion
ment. 

"(B) TRANSFER TO NATIONAL HIGHWAY AND 
BRIDGE PROGRAM.-

A state may transfer up to 20 percent of its 
annual Urban and Rural Highway and Bridge 
Program apportionment to its National 
Highway and Bridge Program. 

"(d) NOTIFICATION TO THE STATES.--On Oc
tober 1 of each fiscal year, or as soon there
after as is practicable, the Secretary shall 
certify to each of the States the sums appor
tioned and deducted in that fiscal year under 
this section. The Secretary shall, if possible, 
advise each State of the amount that will be 
apportioned each year under this section not 
later than 90 days before the beginning of the 
fiscal year of apportionment. 

"(e) HEAVY VEHICLE USE TAX.-The Sec
retary shall reduce the State's apportion
ment of National Highway and Bridge Pro
gram funds under (c)(l) in an amount up to 
10 percent of the amount to be apportioned 
in any fiscal year during which heavy vehi
cles, subject to the use tax imposed by sec
tion 4481 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986, may be lawfully registered in the State 
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without having presented proof of payment, 
in the form prescribed by the Secretary of 
the Treasury, of the use tax imposed by sec
tion 4481 of that Code. Amounts withheld 
from apportionment to a State under this 
subsection shall be apportioned immediately 
to the other States pursuant to (c)(l) and 
shall be available in the same manner and to 
the same extent as other National Highway 
and Bridge Program funds apportioned at the 
same time. 
SEC. 122. PROJECT AGREEMENTS AND OBLIGA

TION OF FUNDS. 
(a) Section 110 of title 23, United States 

Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 110. PROJECT AGREEMENTS AND OBLIGA

TION OF FUNDS. 
"(a) SUBMISSION.-The State highway de

partment shall submit to the Secretary a 
formal project agreement for each proposed 
project under this title other than an Urban 
and Rural Highway and Bridge Program 
project or a project administered under sec
tion 102(c). 

"(b) OBLIGATION OF FUNDS.-The Secretary 
shall act upon the proposed formal project 
agreement as soon as is practicable. The ac
tion of the Secretary in entering into a 
project agreement creates a contractual ob
ligation of the United States to pay its pro
portional contribution for that project. 

"(c) STATE HIGHWAY OR TRANSPORTATION 
DEPARTMENT REPRESENTATIONS.-The Sec
retary may rely upon representations made 
by the State highway or transportation de
partment with respect to the arrangements 
or agreements made by the State highway or 
transportation department and appropriate 
local officials where a part of the project is 
to be constructed at the expense of, or in co
operation with, local subdivisions of the 
State. 

"(d) RIGHTS-OF-WAY PROJECT AGREE
MENTS.-The agreement between the Sec
retary and the State highway or transpor
tation department for the reimbursement of 
the cost of rights-of-way shall provide for 
the actual construction of a road on the 
rights-of-way within a period not exceeding 
20 years following the fiscal year in which 
funds are made available unless a longer pe
riod is determined to be reasonable by the 
Secretary. If construction has not started or 
the period has not been extended, the Fed
eral pro rata share of funds expended shall be 
repaid and credited to the State's unobli
gated balance of Federal highway funds as 
determined to be appropriate at the time of 
repayment. 

"(e) PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING AGREE
MENTS.-The State may enter into an annual 
agreement with the Secretary to perform 
preliminary engineering on a system-wide 
basis, in accordance with rules established 
by the Secretary. Preliminary engineering 
agreements may include project develop
ment for toll or other nontraditional public
private design, build, operate projects, in ac
cordance with rules established by the Sec
retary. The Federal share for the prelimi
nary engineering costs shall not exceed 
amounts authorized in this title.". 

(b) The analysis of chapter 1 of title 23, 
United States Code is amended by striking 
"110. Project Agreements." and inserting in 
lieu thereof "110. Project Agreements and 
Obligations of Funds." 
SEC. 123. AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS. 

Section 118 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 108. AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS. 

"(a) DATE AVAILABLE FOR 0BLIGATION.-Ex
cept as otherwise specifically provided, au
thorizations to carry out this title and the 

Federal-aid Highway Act of 1991 from the 
Highway Account of the Highway Trust 
Fund shall be available for obligation on Oc
tober 1 of the fiscal year for which they are 
authorized. The Secretary shall apportion, 
allocate, set aside or obligate those author
izations. 

"(b) PERDIODS OF AVAILABILITY OF FUND.
"(1) NATIONAL HIGHWAY AND BRIDGE PRO

GRAM, URBANIZED AREA PLANNING, AND STATE
WIDE TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AND RE
SEARCH PROGRAM FUNDS.-

"(A) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY.-Funds ap
portioned for the National Highway and 
Bridge Program, and the Urbanized Area 
Planning Program and funds earmarked for 
the Statewide Transportation Planning and 
Research Program in a State shall remain 
available for obligation in that State for a 
period of one year after the close of the fiscal 
year for which the funds are authorized: Pro
vided, That funds apportioned for the Na
tional Highway and Bridge Program for the 
fiscal years 1992, 1993 and 1994 shall remain 
available for obligation in that State for a 
period of 3 years after the close of the fiscal 
year for which the funds are authorized. 

"(B) REAPPORTIONMENT.-Funds, other 
than Statewide Transportation Planning and 
Research Program funds, not obligated with
in the period of availability of (A) shall be 
reapportioned among those States which 
have obligated their funds on the basis of the 
original apportionment. 

"(2) EMERGENCY RELIEF AND URBAN AND 
RURAL HIGHWAY AND BRIDGE PROGRAM 
FUNDS.-

Emergency Relief and Urban and Rural 
Highway and Bridge Progam Funds shall re
main available for obligation until expended. 

"(3) TERRITORIAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 
FUNDS.-

"(A) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY.-Funds allo
cated to a territory for the Territorial High
way Program shall remain available for obli
gation in that territory for a period of 1 year 
after the close of the fiscal year in which 
they were allocated. 

"(B) REALLOCATION.-Funds not obligated 
within the period of availability of (A) shall 
be returned to the Secretary for 
reallocation. 

"(c) FUNDS DEEMED OBLIGATED; EFFECT OF 
RELEASE OF FUNDS.-Sums apportioned or al
located for a particular purpose for any fis
cal year shall be deemed to be obligated if a 
sum equal to the total of the sums appor
tioned or allocated to the State for that pur
pose for that fiscal year and previous fiscal 
years is obligated. Any funds released by the 
payment of the final voucher or by the modi
fication of the formal project agreement 
shall be (1) credited to the same class of 
funds previously apportioned or allocated to 
the State and be immediately available for 
obligation, or (2) if the program for which 
the funds were apportioned or allocated has 
been repealed and is inactive, credited to the 
State's National Highway and Bridge Pro
gram apportioned funds and be immediately 
available for obligation. 

"(d) ALASKA; PUERTO RICO.-Funds made 
available to the State of Alaska and the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico under this 
title may be expended for construction of ac
cess and development roads that will serve 
resource development, recreational, residen
tial, commercial, industrial, or other like 
purposes.''. 

SEC. 124. FEDERAL SHARE PAYABLE. 
Section 120 of title 23, United States Code, 

is amended to read as follows: 

"SEC. 120. FEDERAL SHARE PAYABLE. 
"(a) NATIONAL HIGHWAY AND BRIDGE PRO

GRAM AND URBAN AND RURAL HIGHWAY AND 
BRIDGE PROGRAM PROJECTS.-Except as pro
vided in section 129 the Federal share pay
able on account of National Highway and 
Bridge and Urban and Rural Highway and 
Bridge Program projects (other than certain 
resurfacing, restoring and rehabilitating 
projects and certain operational improve
ment projects) shall either (1) not exceed 85 
percent of the cost, except that in the case of 
any State containing nontaxable Indian 
lands, individual and tribal, and public do
main lands (both reserved and unreserved), 
exclusive of national forests and national 
parks and monuments, exceeding 5 percent of 
the total area of all lands in the State, the 
Federal share may be increased by a percent
age of the remaining costs equal to the per
centage that the area of all those lands in 
the State, is of its total area, or (2) not to 
exceed 85 percent of the cost, except that in 
the case of any State containing nontaxable 
Indian lands, individual and tribal, public 
domain lands (both reserved and unreserved), 
national forests, and national parks and 
monuments, the Federal share may be in
creased by a percentage of the remaining 
cost equal to the percentage that the area of 
all those lands in the State is of its total 
area, except that the Federal share payable 
on any project in a State under (1) or (2) 
shall not exceed 90 percent of the cost of the 
project. In any case where a State elects to 
have the Federal share provided in (2), the 
State must enter into an agreement with the 
Secretary covering a period of not less than 
1 year, requiring the State to use solely for 
highway construction purposes (other than 
paying its share of projects approved under 
this title) during the period covered by the 
agreement the difference between the State's 
share as provided in (2) and what its share 
would be if it elected to pay the share pro
vided in (1) for all projects subject to the 
agreement. 

"(b) INTERSTATE SYSTEM RESURFACING, RE
STORING AND REHABILITATING AND OPER
ATIONAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS.-Except as 
provided in section 129 the Federal share 
payable on account of any resurfacing, re
storing and rehabilitating or operational im
provements project on the Interstate System 
financed with National Highway and Bridge 
Program funds shall not exceed 90 percent of 
the cost, plus a percentage of the remaining 
10 percent of the cost of any State contain
ing unappropriated and unreserved public 
lands and nontaxable Indian lands, individ
ual and tribal, exceeding 5 percent of the 
area of all lands therein, equal to the per
centage that the area of the lands in the 
State is of its area, except that the Federal 
share payable on any project in any State 
shall not exceed 95 percent of the cost of the 
project. 

"(c) SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR STATE
MENT.-The Secretary may rely on an annual 
statement to be provided by the Secretary of 
the Interior on the area of the lands referred 
to in (a) and (b). 

(d) URBANIZED AREA PLANNING PROGRAM 
AND STATEWIDE TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 
AND RESEARCH PROGRAM.-Except as pro
vided in section 129 of the Federal share pay
able on account of projects financed with Ur
banized Area Planning, and Statewide Trans
portation Planning and Research funds shall 
not exceed 85 percent. 

"(e) FEDERAL LANDS HIGHWAY PROGRAM 
AND PROJECTS IN THE TERRITORIES.-Except 
as provided in section 129 the Federal share 
payable on account of any project financed 
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with Federal Lands Highway Program funds 
and on account of any project in the Virgin 
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, or the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is
lands shall not exceed 100 percent of the cost. 

"(f) UNIVERSITY TRANSPORTATION CENTER 
PROGRAM PROJECTS.- The Federal share pay
able on account of a project financed with 
University Transportation Centers program 
funds shall not exceed 50 percent of the 
costs. 

"(g) EDUCATION AND TRAINING PROGRAM 
FUNDS.-The Federal share payable on ac
count of training financed with Education 
and Training Program funds shall not exceed 
a percentage of the cost determined by the 
Secretary. 

"(h) HIGHWAYS WITHIN DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR LAND.-The Secretary is authorized 
to cooperate with the State transportation 
or highway departments and with the De
partment of the Interior in the construction 
of highways within Indian reservations and 
national parks and monuments under the ju
risdiction of the Department of the Interior 
and to pay the amount assumed from the 
funds apportioned under section 104 to the 
State where the reservations and national 
parks and monuments are located. 

"(i) INCREASED NON-FEDERAL SHARE.-A 
State may contribute an amount in excess of 
the share provided to this title for any title 
23 project so as to decrease the Federal share 
payable on the project: Provided, That the 
use of this provision shall be subject to cri
teria established by the Secretary. 

"(j) EMERGENCY RELIEF PROJECTS.-The 
Federal share payable on account of emer
gency relief projects shall not exceed the 
share provided in (a): Provided, That the Fed
eral share payable on account of emergency 
relief projects on forest highways, park 
roads, parkways, Indian reservation roads, 
forest development roads and public lands 
development roads shall not exceed the share 
provided in (e): Provided, That the Federal 
share payable for eligible temporary and per
manent work accomplished with emergency 
relief funds within 90 days after the actual 
occurrence of the national disaster or cata
strophic failure may amount to 100 percent 
of the cost: And Provided , That the cost of an 
emergency relief project may not exceed the 
cost of repair or reconstruction of a com
parable facility. As used in this section with 
respect to bridges, a comparable facility 
means a facility which meets the current 
geometric and construction standards re
quired for the types and volume of traffic 
which the facility will carry over its design 
life. 

"(k) CERTAIN INTERSTATE lMPROVEMENTS.
Notwithstanding any other provision of this 
section limiting the percentage of the costs 
of a project which are payable with Federal 
funds, the Federal Government may pay up 
to 90 percent of the costs of Interstate 
projects for the construction of high occu
pancy vehicle lands and for operational and 
safety improvement." . 
SEC. 125. PROJECT LITIGATION EXPENSES. 

(a) Section 126 of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 126. PROJECT LITIGATION EXPENSES. 

"The cost of the project under this title 
shall include the cost of attorney fees and 
other litigation expenses that are authorized 
by the Equal Access to Justice Act (28 U.S.C. 
2412(d)) and imposed as a liability upon the 
Secretary in connection with the develop
ment of the project. The Federal share pay
able shall be 100 percent of cost.". 

(b) The analysis of chapter 1 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 

" 126. Diversion." and inserting in lieu there
of " 126. Project Litigation Expenses.". 
SEC. 126. ALLOCATION OF FEDERAL LANDS HIGH· 

WAY FUNDS. 
(a) Section 202 of title 23, United States 

Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 202. ALLOCATION OF FEDERAL LANDS 

HIGHWAYS FUNDS. 
"(a) ADMINISTRATIVE DEDUCTION.-On Octo

ber 1 of each fiscal year before allocating 
any sums under this section the Secretary 
shall deduct not to exceed three and three
fourths percent of the sums authorized to be 
appropriated for forest highways, park roads 
and parkways, and Indian reservation roads 
for the purpose of administering the provi
sions of law to be financed from the author
izations. The sums deducted shall be avail
able for obligation until expended. 

"(b) FOREST HIGHWAYS.-On October 1 of 
each fiscal year, the Secretary shall allocate 
the sums authorized to be appropriated for 
that fiscal year for forest highways accord
ing to the relative needs of the various ele
ments of the national forest system as deter
mined by the Secretary, taking into consid
eration the need for access as identified by 
the Secretary of Agriculture through renew
able resource and land use planning, and the 
impact of that planning on existing trans
portation facilities. 

"(c) PARK ROADS AND PARKWAYS.-On Octo
ber 1 of each fiscal year, the Secretary shall 
allocate the sums authorized to be appro
priated for that fiscal year for park roads 
and parkways each according to the relative 
needs of the various elements of the national 
park system, taking into consideration the 
need for access as identified through land use 
planning and the impact of that planning on 
existing transportation facilities. 

" (d) INDIAN RESERVATION ROADS.-On Octo
ber 1 of each fiscal year, the Secretary shall 
allocate the sums authorized to be appro
priated for that fiscal year for Indian res
ervation roads according to the relative 
needs of the various reservations as jointly 
identified by the Secretary and the Sec
retary of the Interior.". 

(b) The analysis of chapter 2 of title 23, 
United States Code is amended by striking 
" 202. Allocation" and inserting in lieu there
of "202. Allocation of Federal Lands High
ways Funds.''. 
SEC. 127. ADMINISTRATION OF FEDERAL LANDS 

HIGHWAYS FUNDS. 
(a) Section 203 of title 23, United States 

Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 203. ADMINISTRATION OF FEDERAL LANDS 

HIGHWAYS FUNDS 
" (a) AVAILABILITY.-Funds authorized for 

forest highways, park roads and parkways, 
and Indian reservation roads shall be avail
able for contract upon allocation, or on Oc
tober 1, of the fiscal year for which author
ized if no allocation is required. 

"(b) LAPSE.-Any amount remaining unob
ligated for a period of 3 years after the close 
of the fiscal year for which authorized shall 
lapse. 

"(c) OBLIGATION.-The Secretary of the De
partment charged with the administration of 
Federal Lands Highway funds is granted au
thority to enter into project agreements 
with other Federal, State or local agencies, 
approve projects, enter into contracts and 
incur obligations. Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, entering into a 
project agreement with Federal, State or 
local agencies or entering into a contract 
shall create a contractual obligation of the 
United States for payment of the project 
costs. 

"(d) FUNDS DEEMED TO BE 0BLIGATED.-
Any funds authorized for any fiscal year for 
forest highways, park roads and parkways, 
and Indian roads shall be deemed to have 
been obligated if a sum equal to the total of 
the sums authorized for that fiscal year and 
previous fiscal years since and including the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, shall have 
been obligated. 

"(e) RELEASED FUNDS.-Any funds released 
by payment of final voucher or modification 
of project authorizations shall be credited to 
the balance of unobligated authorizations 
and be immediately available for obliga
tion.". 

(b) The analysis of chapter 2 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
"203, Availability of funds" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "203. Administration of Federal 
Lands Highways Funds. " . 
SEC. 128. FEDERAL LANDS HIGHWAYS PROGRAM 

Section 204 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 204. FEDERAL LANDS HIGHWAYS PRO

GRAM. 
"(a) HIGHWAYS, ROADS AND WAYS IN

CLUDED.-Recognizing the need for all Fed
eral roads wbich are public roads to be treat
ed under the same uniform policies as roads 
which are on the National Highway and 
Bridge System there is established a coordi
nated Federal lands highways program which 
shall consist of forest highways, park roads 
and parkways, and Indian reservation roads. 

"(b) PLANNING, RESEARCH, ENGINEERING 
AND CONSTRUCTION.- Funds available for for
est highways shall be used by the Secretary 
to pay for the cost of planning, research, en
gineering and construction. Funds available 
for park roads and parkways, and Indian res
ervation roads shall be used by the Secretary 
or the Secretary of the Interior to pay for 
the cost of planning, research, engineering 
and construction. The Secretary and the 
Secretary of the Interior, as appropriate, 
may enter into construction contracts and 
other contracts with a State or civil subdivi
sion or Indian tribe. In the case of Indian 
reservation roads. Indian labor may be em
ployed under rules and regulations pre
scribed by the Secretary of the Interior. No 
ceiling on Federal employment shall be ap
plicable to construction or improvement of 
Indian reservation roads. 

"(c) INDIAN RESERVATION ROADS ON THE NA
TIONAL HIGHWAY AND BRIDGE SYSTEM.- Be
fore approving a project as an Indian res
ervation road project on the National High
way and Bridge System, the Secretary must 
determine that the obligation of funds for 
that project is supplementary to and not in 
lieu of the obligation, for projects on Indian 
reservation roads, of a · fair and equitable 
share of funds apportioned to the State for 
the National Highway and Bridge System. 

"(d) CONTRIBUTION OF STATE AND LOCAL 
FUNDS.-Contributions of States, Indian 
tribes, counties, or other local subdivisions 
may be accepted for construction and im
provement. Any funds received from a State, 
Indian tribe, county, or local subdivision 
shall be made available for use on the Fed
eral lands highways to which the funds were 
contributed. 

" (e) COMPETITIVE BIDDING.-Construction 
of each project shall be performed by con
tract awarded by competitive bidding, unless 
the Secretary or the Secretary of the Inte
rior shall affirmatively find that, under the 
circumstances relating to a project, some 
other method is in the public interest. Not
withstanding the foregoing, the provisions of 
section 23 of the "Buy Indian" Act of June 
25, 1910 (36 Stat. 861), and the provisions of 
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section 7(b) of the Indian Self Determination 
and Education Assistance Act (88 Stat. 2205) 
shall apply to all funds administered by the 
Secretary of the Interior which are author
ized for Indian reservation roads. 

"(f) REGULATIONS AND AGREEMENTS.-All 
authorizations for the construction and im
provement of each class of Federal lands 
highways shall be administered in conform
ity with regulations and agreements ap
proved by the Secretary and the Secretary of 
the appropriate Federal land managing agen
cy. 

"(g) FOREST SERVICE ADMINISTRATIVE EX
PENSE.-The Secretary shall transfer to the 
Secretary of Agriculture from authorizations 
for forest highways amounts as may be need
ed to cover administrative expenses of the 
Forest Service for forest highways. 

"(h) PARKING AREAS AND SCENIC EASE
MENTS.-Funds available for each class of 
Federal Lands Highways shall be available 
for vehicular parking areas, scenic outlooks 
and scenic easements.". 
SEC. 129. BICYCLE TRANSPORTATION AND PE· 

DESTRIAN WALKWAYS. 
Section 217 of title 23, United States Code, 

is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 217. BICYCLE TRANSPORTATION AND PE· 

DESTRIAN WALKWAYS. 
"(a) PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY PROJECTS.-To 

encourage energy conservation and the mul
tiple use of highway rights-of-way, including 
the development and improvement of pedes
trian walkways on or in conjunction with 
highway rights-of-way, the States may, as 
title 23 projects, construct pedestrian walk
ways within those corridors. Funds from 
title 23 programs shall be available for pedes
trian walkways authorized under this sec
tion. Projects shall be located and designed 
pursuant to an overall plan which will pro
vide due consideration for safety and contig
uous routes. 

"(b) BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PROJECTS.
"(!) ELIGIBLE PROJECTS.-The States may 

construct as title 23 projects new or im
proved lanes, paths, or shoulders; traffic con
trol devices, shelters for and parking facili
ties for bfcycles and pedestrians within cor
ridors, and carry out nonconstruction 
projects related to safe bicycle and pedes
trian use. Funds from title 23 programs shall 
be available for bicycle and pedestrian 
projects. National Highway and Bridge Pro
gram and Urban and Rural Highway and 
Bridge Program funds may be used for this 
purpose at a 100 percent Federal share. 
Projects shall be located and designed pursu
ant to an overall plan which will provide due 
consideration for safety and contiguous 
routes. All bicycle and pedestrian projects 
authorized by this section shall be prin
cipally for transportation, rather than recre
ation purposes. 

"(2) BRIDGES.-ln any case where a high
way bridge deck being replaced or rehabili
tated with Federal financial participation is 
located on a highway, other than a fully ac
cess controlled highway, on which bicycles 
or pedestrians are permitted to operate at 
each end of the bridge, and the Secretary de
termines that the safe accommodation of bi
cycles or pedestrians can be provided at rea
sonable cost as part of replacement or reha
bilitation, then the bridge shall be replaced 
or rehabilitated to provide safe accommoda
tions. 

"(c) FEDERAL LANDS HIGHWAYS FUNDS.
Funds authorized for forest highways, park 
roads and parkways and Indian reservation 
roads shall be available, at the discretion of 
the department charged with the administra
tion M the funds, far the eenffi;ruction of pe-

destrian walkways and bicycle routes in con
junction with the roads, highways, and park
ways. 

"(d) MOTORIZED VEHICLES.- No motorized 
vehicles shall be permitted on trails and 
walkways authorized under this section ex
cept for maintenance purposes and, when 
snow conditions and State or local regula
tions permit, snowmobiles. 

"(e) URBAN AND RURAL HIGHWAY AND 
BRIDGE PROGRAM FUNDS.-A State may ex
pend Urban and Rural Highway and Bridge 
Program funds for the construction of pedes
trian walkways and bicycle routes other 
than for walkways and routes on National 
Highway and Bridge System facilities or on 
roads functionally classified as local or rural 
minor collector.". 
SEC. 130. EDUCATION AND TRAINING PROGRAM. 

(a) Section 301 of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 301. EDUCATION AND TRAINING PROGRAM. 

"(a) AUTHORITY.-The Secretary is author
ized to carry out a transportation assistance 
program that will provide highway and 
transportation agencies, in (1) urbanized 
areas of 50,000 to 1,000,000 population and (2) 
rural areas, access to modern highway tech
nology. 

"(b) GRANTS AND CONTRACTS.-The Sec
retary may make grants and enter into di
rect contracts for education and training, 
technical assistance and related support 
services that will-(1) assist rural local 
transportation agencies to develop and ex
pand their expertise in road and transpor
tation areas; improve roads and bridges; en
hance programs for the movement of pas
sengers and freight; and deal effectively with 
specific road related problems by preparing 
and providing training packages, manuals, 
guidelines and technical resource materials; 
(2) identify, package and deliver usable high
way technology to local jurisdictions to as
sist urban transportation agencies in devel
oping and expanding their ability to deal ef
fectively with road related problems; and (3) 
establish, in cooperation with State trans
portation or highway departments and uni
versities (A) urban technical assistance pro
gram centers in States with two or more ur
banized areas of 50,000 to 1,000,000 population 
and (B) rural technical assistance program 
centers. The Secretary shall provide tech
nical and financial support for the centers.". 

(b) The analysis for chapter 3 of title 23, 
United States Code is amended by striking 
"301. Education and Training Program." 
SEC. 131. INTERNATIONAL HIGHWAY TRANSPOR· 

TATION OUTREACH PROGRAM. 
(a) Section 306 of title 23, United States 

Code, is amended to read as follows: 
SEC. 306. INTERNATIONAL HIGHWAY TRANSPOR

TATION OUTREACH PROGRAM. 
"(a) ACTIVITIES.-The Secretary is author

ized to engage in activities to inform the do
mestic highway community of technological 
innovations abroad that could significantly 
improve highway transportation in the Unit
ed States, to promote United States highway 
transportation expertise internationally, and 
to increase transfers of United States high
way transportation technology to foreign 
countries. Such activities may include: 

"(1) develop, monitor, assess, and domesti
cally disseminate i-nformation about forei.gn 
highway transportation innovations that 
could significantly improve highway trans
portation in the United States. 

"(2) research, development, demonstration, 
training, and other forms of technology 
transfer and exchange. 

"(3) inform other countries about the tech
nical quality of Amerfct~.n highway tl'ft.n~-

tation goods and services through participa
tion in trade shows, seminars, expositions 
and other such activities. 

"(4) offer those Federal Highway Adminis
tration technical services which cannot be 
readily obtained from the United States pri
vate sector to be incorporated into the pro
posals of United States firms undertaking 
foreign highway transportation projects. The 
costs for assistance shall be recovered under 
the terms of each project. 

"(5) conduct studies to asses's the need for 
or feasibility of highway transportation im
provements in countries that are not mem
bers of the Organizntion for Economic Co
operation and Development as of the date of 
enactment, and in Greece and Turkey. 

"(b) COOPERATION.-The Secretary may 
carry out the authority granted hereby, ei
ther independently, or in cooperation with 
any other branch of the United States Gov
ernment, State or local agency, authority, 
association, institution, corporation (profit 
or nonprofit), foreign government, multi-na
tional institution, or any other organization 
or person. 

"(c) FUNDS.-The funds available to carry 
out the provisions of this section shall in
clude funds deposited in a special account 
with the Secretary of the Treasury for such 
purposes by any cooperating organization or 
person. The funds shall be available for pro
motional materials, travel, reception and 
representation expenses necessary to carry 
out the activities authorized by this section. 
Reimbursements for services provided under 
this section shall be credited to the appro
priation concerned.". 

(b) The analysis for chapter 3 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
"306. Mapping." and inserting in lieu thereof 
"306. International Highway Transportation 
Outreach Program." . 

SEC. 132. TEMPORARY MATCHING FUND WAIVER. 
(a) WAIVER OF MATCHING SHARE.-Notwith

standing any other provision of law, the Fed
eral share of any qualifying project approved 
by the Secretary under title 23, United 
States Code, and of any qualifying project 
for which the United States becomes obli
gated to pay under title 23, United States 
Code, during the period beginning on October 
1, 1991 and ending September 30, 1993, shall be 
the percentage of the construction cost as 
the State transportation or highway depart
ment requests, up to and including 100 per
cent. The total amount of increased Federal 
share per fiscal year which may be obligated 
for qualifying projects in any State under (a) 
shall not be greater than 25 percent of the 
total amounts apportioned for the National 
Highway and Bridge and, Urban and Rural 
Highway and Bridge Programs in FY 1992. 

(b) QUALIFYING PROJECT.-For purposes of 
this section, the term "qualifying project" 
means a project approved by the Secretary 
after the enactment of the Federal-Aid High
way Act of 1991, or a project for which the 
United States becomes obligated to pay after 
that enactment, and for which the Governor 
of the State submitting the project has cer
tified, in accordance with regulations estab
lished by the Secretary, that sufficient funds 
are not available to pay the cost of the non
Federal share of the project. 

(C) REPAYMENT.-The total amount of in
creases in the Federal share made pursuant 
to (a) for any State shall be repaid to the 
United States by the State on or before 
March 30, 1994. Payments shall be deposited 
in the Highway Trust Fund and repaid 
amounts shall be credited to the appropriate 
apportionment accounts of the State. 
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(d) DEDUCTION FROM APPORTIONMENTS.-If a 

State has not made the repayment as re
quired by (c), the Secretary shall deduct 
from funds apportioned to the State under 
title 32, United States Code, in each of the 
fiscal years ending September 30, 1995 and 
September 30, 1996, a pro rata share of each 
category of apportioned funds, the total 
amount of which shall be equal to 50 per cen
tum of the amount needed for repayment. 
Any amount deducted under this subsection 
shall be reapportioned for the fiscal years 
1995 and 1996 in accordance with title 23, 
United States Code, to those States which 
have not received a higher Federal share 
under this section and to those States which 
have made the repayment required by 
subsection(c). Obligations and deobligations 
recorded against funds made available under 
the provisions of this section shall be re
corded and reported as net obligations. 
SEC.133. INNOVATIVE PROJECTS. 

(a) EXPERIMENTAL PROGRAMS.-The Sec
retary of Transportation shall carry out ex
perimental programs which allow the Fed
eral Highway Administration and the States 
to demonstrate innovative and/or non-tradi
tional design, construction and management 
practices for highway projects while utiliz
ing a competitive process for selection of 
contractors. 

(b) REPORT.-The Secretary shall evaluate 
and report on the results of the innovative 
experimental programs conducted under (a). 
SEC. 136. FUNCTIONAL RECLASSIFICATION. 

A functional reclassification, which shall 
be updated periodically, should be completed 
by each "State", as that term is defined in 23 
U.S.C. 401, September 30, 1992, and shall be 
completed by September 30, 1993 in accord
ance with guidelines that will be issued by 
the Secretary. The functional reclassifica
tion shall classify all "public roads" as that 
term is defined in 23 U.S.C. 101. 
SEC. 135. TRANSIT PROJECTS. 

Funds made available for a transit project 
under this Act or under title 23, United 
States Code, shall be transferred to and ad
ministered by the Urban Mass Transpor
tation Administration. 
SEC. 136. RECODIFICATION. 

The Secretary shall, by October 1, 1992, 
prepare a codification of title 23, United 
States Code, related Acts and statutes and 
submit the recodification to the Congress for 
consideration. 
SEC. 137. AMENDMENTS TO ADJUST, CLARIFY, 

CONFORM, REPEA4 RESTATE, AND 
SIMPLIFY. 

(a) PLANS, SPECIFICATIONS AND ESTI
MATES.-

Section 106 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows; 
"SEC. 106. PLANS, SPECIFICATIONS AND ESTI· 

MATES. 
"(a) APPROVAL OF P, S, AND E.-The State 

transportation or highway department shall 
submit to the Secretary for approval plans, 
specifications and estimates for proposed 
projects as the Secretary may require. 

"(b) CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING COSTS.
Items included in any estimate for construc
tion engineering shall not exceed 15 percent 
of the total estimated cost of a project fi
nanced with Na.tio~ Highway and Bridge 
Program funds after excluding from the total 
estimated cost, the estimated costs of rights
of-way preliminary engineering, and con
struction engineering. 

"(c) COST REDUCTION ANALYSIS.-Plans, 
specifications and estimates for proposed 
projects shall be accompanied by a value en
gine~ring or other ~t re4u.ctioo ~lysis if 

the Secretary determines that it is nec
essary.''. 

(b) ACQUISITION OF RIGHTS-OF-WAY-NA
TIONAL HIGHWAY AND BRIDGE SYSTEM.-

(1) Section 107 of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 107. ACQUISITION OF RIGH'fS.OF·WAY-NA· 

TIONAL HIGHWAY AND BRIDGE SYS· 
TEM. 

"(a) AUTHORITY TO ACQUIRE LANDS, IN GEN
ERAL.-In any case in which the Secretary is 
requested by a State to acquire lands or in
terests in lands (including within the term 
"interests in lands", the control of access 
from adjoining lands) required by that State 
for right-of-way or other purposes for a 
project for the construction, reconstruction, 
or improvement of the National Highway 
and Bridge System, the Secretary is author
ized, in the name of the United States and 
prior to the approval of title by the Attorney 
General, to acquire, enter upon, and take 
possession of those lands or interests in 
lands by purchase, donation, condemnation, 
or otherwise in accordance with the laws of 
the United States (including the Act of Feb
ruary 26, 1931, 46 Stat. 1421), if-

"(1) the Secretary determines either that 
the State is unable to acquire necessary 
lands or interests in lands, or is unable to ac
quire those lands or interests in lands with 
sufficient promptness; and 

"(2) the State has agreed with the Sec
retary to pay, at a time as may be specified 
by the Secretary an amount equal to that 
percent of the costs incurred by the Sec
retary, in acquiring the lands or interests in 
lands which represents the State's pro rata 
share of project costs as determined in ac
cordance with section 120. 

The authority granted by this section shall 
also apply to lands and interests in lands re
ceived as grants of land from the United 
States and owned or held by railroads or 
other corporations. 

"(b) COSTS INCURRED BY THE SECRETARY.
The costs incurred by the Secretary in ac
quiring any lands or interests in lands may 
include the cost of examination and abstract 
of title, certificate of title, advertising, any 
fees incidental to acquisition, and any costs, 
fees or expenses incurred by the United 
States in acquiring lands through condemna
tion or otherwise. All costs incurred by the 
Secretary in connection with the acquisition 
of any lands or interests in lands shall be 
paid from the National Highway and Bridge 
Program funds apportioned to the State 
upon the request of which lands or interests 
in lands are acquired, and any sums paid to 
the Secretary by the State as its share of the 
costs of acquisition of lands or interests in 
lands shall be deposited in the Treasury to 
the credit of the appropriation of Federal-aid 
highways and shall be credited to the 
amount apportioned to the State as its ap
portionment of National Highway and Bridge 
Program funds, or shall be deducted from 
other moneys due the State for reimburse
ment from funds authorized to be appro
priated for the National Highway and Bridge 
Program. 

"(c) CONVEYANCE OF LANDS BY THE SEC
RETARY.-The Secretary is authorized and di
rected by prQJ>er deed, executed in the name 
of the United States, to convey any lands or 
interests in lands acquired in any State 
under the provisions of this section to the 
State transportation or highway department 
of the State or its political subdivision as its 
laws may provide, upon terms and conditions 
as may be agreed upon by the Secretary and 
the State transportation or highway depart
ment or political subdivision to which the 
oonv9ya.nce is to be made. 

"(d) LANDS OWNED BY THE UNITED 
STATES.-Whenever rights-of-way, including 
control of access, on the National Highway 
and Bridge System are required over lands or 
interests in lands owned by the United 
States, the Secretary may make arrange
ments with the agency having jurisdiction 
over the lands to give the State or other per
son constructing the projects on those lands 
adequate rights-of-way and control of access 
from adjoining lands, and any agency is di
rected to cooperate with the Secretary.". 

(2) The analysis of chapter 1, of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
"107. Acquisition of Rights-of-Way-Interstate 
System." and inserting in lieu thereof "107. 
Acquisition of Rights-of-Way-National 
Highway and Bridge System.". 

(c) STANDARDS.-
Section 109 of title 23, United States Code, 

is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 109. STANDARDS. 

(a) APPROVAL OF P.S. AND E.-The Sec
retary shall not approve plans and specifica
tions for proposed National Highway and 
Bridge Program projects that are subject to 
approval if they fail to provide for a facility 
that will adequately meet the existing and 
probable future traffic needs and conditions 
in a manner conducive to safety, durability, 
and economy of maintenance and that will 
be designed and constructed in accordance 
with standards best suited to accomplish the 
foregoing objectives and to conform to the 
particular needs of each locality. 

"(b) NATIONAL HIGHWAY AND BRIDGE SYS
TEM STANDARDS.-The geometric and con
struction standards to be adopted for .the Na
tional Highway and Bridge System shall be 
those approved by the Secretary in coopera
tion with the State highway departments 
and the American Association of State High
way and Transportation Officials. Standards, 
as applied to each actual construction 
project, shall be adequate, at a minimum, to 
enable the project to accommodate the types 
and volumes of traffic anticipated for the 
project for the 20 year period commencing on 
the date of approval by the Secretary of the 
project agreement: Provided, That the Sec
retary may except appropriate projects from 
the minimum period. Interstate System 
standards shall in all cases provide for at 
least four lanes of traffic. The Secretary 
shall apply standards uniformly throughout 
all the States. 

"(c) SIGN, CURB AND PAVEMENT MARKING 
AND TRAFFIC SIGNAL STANDARDS.-On any 
highway project in which Federal funds par
ticipate, the location, form and character of 
informational, regulatory, and warning 
signs, curb and pavement or other markings, 
and traffic signals installed or placed by any 
public authority or other agency, shall be 
subject to the approval of the State highway 
department with the concurrence of the Sec
retary, who is directed to concur only in in
stallations that promote the safe and effi
cient utilization of the highways. 

"(d) HIGHWAY AND RAILROAD GRADE CROSS
INGS SAFETY STANDARDS.-No funds shall be 
approved for expenditure on any National 
Highway and Bridge System or Federal 
Lan~ Program highway under this title, un
less proper traffic control devices complying 
with safety atandards d~termined by the Sec
retary at that time as being adequate shall 
be installed or be in operation at any high
way and railroad grade crossing or draw
bridge on that portion of the highway with 
respect to which expenditures are to be 
made. 

"(e) SOIL EROSION GUIDELINES.-The Sec
retary shall issue gai.Qelines for minimizing 
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possible soil erosion from highway construc
tion. The guidelines shall apply to all pro
posed projects with respect to which plans, 
specifications, and estimates are approved 
by the Secretary after the issuance of the 
guidelines. 

"(f) CONSIDERATION OF ECONOMIC, SOCIAL 
AND ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS.-The Sec
retary, after consultation with appropriate 
FedeFal and State officials, shall promulgate 
guidelines designed to assure that possible 
adverse economic, social, and environmental 
effects relating to any proposed project 
under this title have been fully considered in 
developing the project, and that the final de
cision on the project is made in the best 
overall public interest, taking into consider
ation the need for fast, safe and efficient 
transportation, public services, and the costs 
of eliminating or minimizing the adverse ef
fects of the following: 

"(1) air, noise, and water pollution; 
"(2) destruction or disruption of man-made 

and natural resources, aesthetic values, com
munity cohesion and the availability of pub
lic facilities and services; 

"(3) adverse employment effects, and tax 
and property value losses; 

"(4) injurious displacement of people, busi
nesses and farms; and 

"(5) disruption of desirable community and 
regional growth. Guidelines shall apply to all 
proposed projects with respect to which 
plans, specifications, and estimates are ap
proved by the Secretary after the issuance of 
the guidelines. 

"(g) HIGHWAY NOISE LEVEL STANDARDS.
The Secretary, after consultation with ap
propriate Federal, State, and local officials, 
shall develop and promulgate standards for 
highway noise levels compatible with dif
ferent land uses and shall not approve plans 
and specifications for any proposed project 
on the National Highway and Bridge System 
for which location approval has not been se
cured unless the Secretary determines that 
the plans and specifications include adequate 
measures to implement the appropriate 
noise level standards. The Secretary may ap
prove any project on the National Highway 
and Bridge System for the purpose of carry
ing out noise level standards. A project may 
include, but is not limited to, the acquisition 
of additional rights-of-way, the construction 
of physical barriers, and landscaping. Sums 
apportioned for the National Highway and 
Bridge Program shall be available to finance 
the Federal share of the project. The project 
shall be deemed a highway project for all 
purposes of this title. 

"(h) AMBIENT AIR QUALITY.-The Secretary 
shall cooperate with the Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency in de
veloping and promulgating guidelines to as
sure that highways constructed pursuant to 
this title are in conformity with any ap
proved plan for the implementation of any 
ambient air quality standard for any air 
quality control region designated pursuant 
to the Clean Air Act, as amended. 

"(i) CONTIGUOUS STATES.-The Secretary 
shall not approve any project involving ap
proaches to a bridge under this title, if the 
project and bridge will significantly affect 
the traffic volume and the highway system 
of a contiguous State without first taking 
into full consideration the views of that 
State. 

"(j) NONMOTORIZED TRANSPORTATION TRAF
FIC AND LIGHT MOTORCYCLES.-The Secretary 
shall not approve any project under this title 
that will result in the severance or destruc
tion of an existing major route for non
motorized transportation traffic and light 

motorcycles, unless the project provides a 
reasonable alternative route or an alter
native route exists. 

"(k) 3-R PROJECTS.-A project for resur
facing, restoring, or rehabilitating any high
way, other than a fully access-controlled 
highway, in which Federal funds participate 
shall be constructed in accordance with 
standards to preserve and extend the service 
life of highways and enhance highway safety. 
Resurfacing, restoring or rehabilitating 
projects on fully access-controlled highways 
shall be constructed in accordance with new 
construction and major reconstruction 
standards. '' . 

(d) RIGHTS-OF-WAY AGREEMENTS. 
(1) Section 111 of title 23, United States 

Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC.lll. RIGHTS-OF-WAY AGREEMENTS. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-All agreements between 
the Secretary and the State transportation 
or highway department for the construction 
of fully access controlled highways on the 
National Highway and Bridge System shall 
contain a clause providing that the State 
will not add any points of access to, or exit 
from, the project in addition to those ap
proved by the Secretary in the plans for the 
project, without the prior approval of the 
Secretary, or as provided for in this section. 
Agreements may authorize a State or politi
cal subdivision, subject to the provisions of 
(d), to use or permit the use of the right-of
way airspace of the highway for purposes 
that will not impair the full use and safety 
of the highway, that will not require or per
mit vehicular access to the space directly 
from the established gradeline of the high
way, or otherwise interfere in any way with 
the free flow of traffic. Nothing in this sec
tion, or in any agreement entered into under 
this section, shall require the discontinu
ance, obstruction, or removal of any estab
lishment for serving motor vehicle users on 
any highway which has been, or is hereafter, 
designated as a highway or route on the Na
tional Highway and Bridge System (1) if the 
establishment (A) was in existence before 
January 1, 1960, (B) is owned by a State, and 
(C) is operated through concessionaires or 
otherwise, and (2) if all access to, and exits 
from, the establishment conform to the 
standards established under this title. 

"(b) VENDING MACHINES.-Any State may 
permit the placement of vending machines in 
rest and recreation areas, and in safety rest 
areas, constructed or located on rights-of
way of a fully access controlled highway of 
the National Highway and Bridge System in 
the State. Vending machines may only dis
pense food, drink, and other articles as the 
State transportation or highway department 
determines are appropriate and desirable. 
Vending machines may only be operated by 
the State. In permitting the placement of 
vending machines, the State shall give prior
ity to vending machines which are operated 
through the State licensing agency des
ignated pursuant to section 2(a)(5) of the Act 
of June 20, 1936, commonly known as the 
"Randolph-Sheppard Act" (20 U.S.C. 
107(a)(5)). The costs of installation, oper
ation, and maintenance of vending machines 
shall not be eligible for Federal assistance 
under this title. 

"(c) INCOME FROM RIGHT-OF-WAY AIR
SPACE.-States shall charge, as a minimum, 
fair market value of the sale, use, lease, or 
lease renewals of right-of-way airspace ac
quired as a result of a project funded in 
whole or in part with Federal assistance 
made available from the Highway Account of 
the Highway Trust Fund: Provided, That the 
States may permit a government use, a tran-

sit or utility use and occupancy, or transpor
tation projects eligible for assistance under 
this title without charge. Exceptions to the 
fair market value requirement may be grant
ed by the Secretary for social, environ
mental, and economic mitigation purposes. 
This subsection applies to new airspace 
usage proposals, renewals, of prior agree
ments, arrangements, or leases entered into 
by the State after April 2, 1987. A percentage 
of net income from the revenues obtained by 
the State for a sale, use, or lease (including 
a lease renewal) under this section, equal to 
the percentage of Federal funds used for the 
project, shall be used by the State for 
projects eligible under this title .". 

(2) The analysis of chapter 1 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
"111. Agreements relating to use of an access 
to rights-of-way-Interstate System." and 
inserting in lieu thereof "111. Rights-of-Way 
Agreements.". 

(e) LETTING OF CONTRACTS.-
Section 112 of title 23, United States Code 

is amended to read as follows: 

"SEC. 112. LETTING OF CONTRACTS. 
"(a) COMPETITIVE BIDDING.-In all cases 

where construction is to be performed by the 
State transportation or highway department 
or under its supervision, a request for sub
mission of bids shall be made by advertise
ment unless some other method is approved 
by the Secretary. The Secretary shall re
quire plans and specifications and methods 
of bidding as shall be effective in securing 
competition: Provided, That Indian contrac
tors certified by State transportation or 
highway departments shall receive pref
erence in the award of contracts on Indian 
reservations to the maximum extent prac
ticable. 

"(b) BIDDING REQUIREMENTS.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-Subject to (a) and (b)(2), 

construction of each project shall be per
formed by contract awarded by competitive 
bidding, unless the State transportation or 
highway department demonstrates, to the 
satisfaction of the Secretary, that some 
other method is more cost effective or that 
an emergency exists. Contracts for the con
struction of each project shall be awarded 
only on the basis of the lowest responsive/re
sponsible bid submitted by a bidder meeting 
established criteria of responsibility. No re
quirement of obligation shall be imposed as 
a condition precedent to the award of a con
tract to a bidder for a project, or to the Sec
retary's concurrence in the award of a con
tract to a bidder, unless the requirement or 
obligation is otherwise lawful and is set 
forth in the advertised specifications. 

"(2) CONTRACTING FOR ENGINEERING AND DE
SIGN SERVICES.-

"(A) GENERAL RULE.-Each contract for 
program management, construction manage
ment, feasibility studies, preliminary engi
neering, design, engineering, surveying, 
mapping, or architectural related services 
with respect to a project subject to the pro
visions of (a) shall be awarded in the same 
manner as a contract for architectural and 
engineering services is negotiated under 
Title IX of the Federal Property and Admin
istrative Services Act of 1949 or equivalent 
State qualifications-based requirements. 

"(B) APPLICABILITY.-
"(i) IN A COMPLYING STATE.-If, on April 2, 

1987 the services described in (A) may be 
awarded in a State in the manner described 
in (A), (A) shall apply in the State beginning 
April 2, 1987, except to the extent that the 
State adopts by statute a formal procedure 
for the procurement of services. 
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"(ii) IN A NONCOMPLYING STATE.-ln the 

case of any other State, (A) shall apply in 
the State beginning on the earlier of (I) Au
gust 1, 1989, or (ll) the lOth day following the 
close of the 1st regular session of the legisla
tion of a State which begins after April 2, 
1987, except to the extent that the State 
adopts or has adopted by statute a formal 
procedure for the procurement of the serv
ices described in (A). 

"(c) SWORN STATEMENT.-The Secretary 
shall require as a condition precedent to his 
approval of each contract awarded by com
petitive bidding pursuant to (b), and subject 
to the provisions of this section, a sworn 
statement, executed by, or on behalf of, the 
person, firm, association, or corporation to 
whom the contract is to be awarded, certify
ing that the person, firm, association, or cor
poration has not, either directly or indi
rectly, entered into any agreement, partici
pated in any collusion, or otherwise taken 
any action in restraint of free competitive 
bidding in connection with the contract. 

"(d) CONTRACT AWARD CONCURRENCE.-No 
contract awarded by competitive bidding 
pursuant to (b), and subject to the provisions 
of this section, shall be entered into by any 
State transportation or highway department 
or local subdivision of the State without 
compliance with the provisions of this sec
tion, and without the prior concurrence of 
the Secretary in the award: Provided, That 
contracts for Urban and Rural Highway and 
Bridge Program projects may be entered into 
without the prior concurrence of the Sec
retary in the award.". 

(f) CONSTRUCTION.-
Section 114 of title 23, United States Code 

is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 114. CONSTRUCTION. 

"(a) CONSTRUCTION WORK IN GENERAL.-The 
construction of any highways on the Na
tional Highway and Bridge System shall be 
undertaken by the respective State transpor
tation or highway departments or under 
their direct supervision, subject to the in
spection and approval of the Secretary and 
in accordance with State and Federal law. 
The State transportation or highway depart
ment may erect funding and informational 
signs on the site of construction projects 
that conform with standards developed by 
the Secretary. 

"(b) CONVICT LABOR.-Convict labor shall 
not be used in construction of highways on 
the National Highway and Bridge System 
unless it is labor performed by convicts who 
are on parole, supervised release, or proba
tion. 

"(c) WARRANTIESIGUARANTEES.-The State 
transportation or highway department may 
include warranty/guarantee provisions in 
construction contracts in accordance with 
standards developed by the Secretary. War
rantee/Guarantee provisions, if used, shall be 
for a specific construction project or feature 
and may not include maintenance.". 

(g) ADVANCE CONSTRUCTION.-
Section 115 of title 23, United States Code, 

is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 115. ADVANCE CONSTRUCTION. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-When a State proceeds 
to construct a National Highway and Bridge 
Program or Urban and Rural Highway and 
Bridge Program project without the aid of 
Federal funds, or undertakes a project under 
sections 134 or 307(c) without full Federal 
funding, under procedures and requirements 
applicable to the project, except as the pro
cedures and requirements limit the State to 
the construction of a project with the aid of 
previously apportioned Federal funds, the 
Secretary is authorized to pay to the State 

the Federal share of the cost of the project, 
when sufficient funds are apportioned to the 
State if-

"(1) prior to construction or undertaking 
of the project the Secretary enters into a 
project agreement under section 110 and 

''(2) the project conforms to applicable 
standards under this title. 

"(b) BOND INTEREST FOR PROJECTS UNDER 
CONSTRUCTION ON JANUARY 1, 1983.-For any 
project under construction on January 1, 
1983, on the Interstate System and converted 
to a regularly funded project after January 
1, 1983, for which the proceeds of bonds issued 
by the State, county, city, or other political 
subdivision of the State were used, any in
terest earned and payable on the bonds by 
the date of conversion is an eligible cost, to 
the extent that the proceeds of the bonds 
have been expended in the construction of 
the project. 

"(c) BOND INTEREST.-Projects approved 
under this section may include the amount 
of any interest earned and payable on bonds 
issued by the State to the extent that the 
proceeds of the bonds have actually been ex
pended in the construction of the project. In 
no event shall the amount of interest consid
ered as a cost of a project be greater than 
the excess of (1) the amount which would be 
the estimated cost of the project if the 
project were to be constructed at the time 
the project is converted to a regularly fund
ed project, over (2) the actual cost of the 
project (not including the interest). The Sec
retary shall consider changes in construction 
cost indices in determining the amount 
under (1). 

"(d) LIMITATION ON ADVANCED FUNDING.
The Secretary may not approve an applica
tion of a State under this section for a 
project with funds apportioned, under sec
tion 104(b) or 104(c)(l) or earmarked under 
section 307(c) if the amount of approved ap
plications with respect to advance construc
tion projects in that State in the particular 
category exceeds the total of unobligated 
funds apportioned to the State or earmarked 
by the State under that category, plus the 
State's expected apportionment or earmark
ing under that category from existing au
thorizations, plus an amount equal to the 
State's expected apportionment or earmark
ing under that category for one additional 
fiscal year.". 

"(h) MAINTENANCE.-
Section 116 of title 23, United States Code 

is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 116. MAINTENANCE. 

"(a) DUTY TO MAINTAIN.-It shall be the 
duty of the State transportation or highway 
department to maintain, or cause to be 
maintained, any project on the National 
Highway and Bridge System constructed 
with the aid of Federal funds under this title 
or under the provisions of prior Acts. Each 
State shall use sums needed from its Na
tional Highway and Bridge Program appor
tionment to ensure adequate maintenance of 
the Interstate System. If the Secretary finds 
that a State is not adequately maintaining 
the Interstate System, the Secretary will re
quire the State to program amounts from its 
National Highway and Bridge Program ap
portionments to bring the Interstate System 
up to adequate condition and keep it in that 
condition. The State's obligation to the 
United States to maintain a project shall 
cease when it no longer constitutes a part of 
the National Highway and Bridge System. 

"(b) STATE AGREEMENTS WITH LOCAL OFFI
CIALS.-In any State where the State trans
portation or highway department is without 
legal authority to maintain a project within 

a municipality or within an Indian reserva
tion, the transportation or highway depart
ment shall enter into a formal agreement for 
its maintenance with the appropriate offi
cials of the municipality or Indian tribe. 

"(C) WITHHOLDING PROJECT APPROVAL.-If 
at any time the Secretary shall find that any 
project on the National Highway and Bridge 
System constructed under this title, or con
structed under the provisions of prior high
way Acts, is not being properly maintained, 
the Secretary shall call that fact to the at
tention of the State transportation or high
way department. If, within 90 days after re
ceipt of the notice, the project has not been 
put in proper condition of maintenance, the 
Secretary shall withhold approval of further 
projects of all types in the State highway 
district, municipality, county, other politi
cal or administrative subdivision of the 
State, or the entire State in which the 
project is located, whichever the Secretary 
deems most appropriate, until the project 
shall have been put in proper condition of 
maintenance.". 

(i) PAYMENTS TO STATES.-
(1) Section 121 of title 23, United States 

Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 121. PAYMENTS TO STATES. 

"(a) PROGRESS PAYMENTS.-Except for 
projects administered under the Urban and 
Rural Highway and Bridge Program the Sec
retary may, as work progresses, make pay
ments to a State for costs incurred on a 
project. These payments shall at no time ex
ceed the Federal share of the costs incurred, 
including credits for donated land alfowed 
under section 323, to the date of the voucher 
covering the payment plus the Federal share 
of the value of the materials which have 
been stockpiled in the vicinity of construc
tion in conformity to plans and specifica
tions for the project. Payments may also be 
made in the case of materials not in the vi
cinity of construction if the Secretary deter
mines that because of required fabrication at 
an off-site location the materials cannot be 
stockpiled in the vicinity. In no case shall 
total payments exceed total costs incurred 
by the State for the project. 

"(b) FINAL PAYMENT.-Except for projects 
administered under the Urban and Rural 
Highway and Bridge Program after comple
tion of a project in accordance with the 
plans and specifications, and approval of the 
final voucher by the Secretary, a State shall 
be entitled to payment of the unpaid balance 
of the project's Federal share payable. No 
payment shall be made under this section ex
cept for a project covered by a project agree
ment where agreement is required by section 
203(a). No final payment shall be made to a 
State for its costs of construction of a 
project until completion of construction has 
been approved by the Secretary. 

"(c) CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING.-Pay
ments for construction engineering on any 
project financed with National Highway and 
Bridge Program funds shall not exceed 15 
percent of the Federal share of the cost of 
the project after excluding from the cost the 
costs of rights-of-way, preliminary engineer
ing, and construction engineering. 

"(d) PAYMENT RECIPIENT.-Payments shall 
be made to an official or officials or deposi
tory as designated by the State transpor
tation or highway department and as author
ized under the laws of the State to receive 
public funds of the State.". 

(2) The analysis of chapter 1 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
"121. Payment to States for Construction." 
and inserting in lieu thereof "121. Payment 
to States.". 
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(j) UTILITY FACILITIES.-
(1) Section 123 of title 23, United States 

Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 123. UTILITY FACILmES. 

"(a) PAYMENTS FOR THE COST OF RELOCA
TION.-When a State shall pay for the cost of 
relocation of utility facilities necessitated 
by the construction of a project under this 
title, Federal funds may be used to reim
burse the State for the cost in the same pro
portion as Federal funds are expended on the 
project. 

"(b) UTILITY DEFINED.-The term "utility", 
for the purposes of this section, shall include 
publicly, privately, and cooperatively owned 
utilities. 

"(c) COST OF RELOCATION DEFINED.-The 
term "cost of relocation", for the purposes of 
this section, shall include the entire amount 
paid by the utility properly attributable to 
relocation after deducting any increase in 
the value of the new facility and any salvage 
value derived from the old facility." 

"(2) The analysis of chapter 1 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
"123. Relocation of utility facilities" and in
serting in lieu thereof "123. Utility Facili
ties.". 

"(k) EMERGENCY RELIEF.-
Section 125 of title 23, United States Code, 

is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 125. EMERGENCY RELIEF. 

"(a) Availability of Funds.-Funds author
ized for this section shall be available for ob
ligation by the Secretary under the provi
sions. of this title for the repair or recon
struction of highways which the Secretary 
shall find have suffered serious damage as 
the result of (1) a natural disaster over a 
wide area such as by floods, hurricanes, tidal 
waves, earthquakes, or severe storms, or (2) 
a catastrophic failure from any external 
cause, in any part of the United States. In no 
event shall funds be used for the repair or re
construction of bridges which have been per
manently closed to all vehicular traffic by 
the State or responsible local official be
cause of imminent danger of collapse due to 
structural deficiencies or physical deteriora
tion. These funds shall not duplicate assist
ance under another Federal program or com
pensation from physical damage insurance 
policies. The Secretary may expend from any 
funds appropriated for expenditure under 
this title, including existing Federal-aid ap
propriations, sums as may be necessary for 
the immediate execution of the work author
ized, the appropriations to be reimbursed 
from appropriations for emergency relief 
when made. 

"(b) AVAILABILITY ON HIGHWAYS OTHER 
THAN LOCAL AND RURAL MINOR COLLECTOR.
The Secretary may expend funds authorized 
for this section for the repair or reconstruc
tion of highways other than highways func
tionally classified as local or rural minor 
collector and for the actual and necessary 
costs of maintenance and operation of ferry
boats providing temporary substitute high
way traffic service, less the amount of fares 
charged, on those highways. Except as to 
highways, mentioned in (c), no funds shall be 
expended until the Secretary has received an 
application from the State transportation or 
highway department and an emergency has 
been declared by the Governor of the State 
and concurred in by the Secretary, except 
that if the President has declared the emer
gency to be a major disaster for the purposes 
of the Disaster Relief Act of 1974 (Public Law 
93-288) concurrence of the Secretary is not 
required. 

"(c) AVAILABILITY ON FEDERAL ROADS.-

The Secretary may make expenditures 
from the funds authorized for this section, 
either independently or in cooperation with 
any other branch of the Federal Govern
ment, a State agency, an organization, or a 
person, for the repair or reconstruction of 
forest highways, park roads and parkways, 
Indian reservation roads, forest development 
roads, and public lands development roads. 

"(d) AVAILABILITY IN THE TERRITORIES.
For purposes of this section, the Virgin Is
lands, Guam, American Samoa, and the 
Northern Mariana Islands shall be considered 
to be States and part of the United States, 
and the chief executive officer of each terri
tory shall be considered to be a Governor of 
a State. The Secretary may expend funds 
from the sums authorized for this section for 
the repair or reconstruction of highways 
other than highways functionally classified 
as local or rural minor collector in the four 
named territories.". 

(1) VEHICLE WEIGHT LIMITATIONS-INTER
STATE SYSTEM.-

Section 127 of title 23, United States Code 
is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 127. VEHICLE WEIGHT LIMITATIONS. 

No funds authorized to be appropriated for 
the National Highway and Bridge Program 
shall be apportioned to any State which does 
not permit the use of the Interstate System 
within its boundaries by vehicles with a 
weight of 20,000 pounds carried on any one 
axle, including enforcement tolerances, or 
with a tandem axle weight of 34,000 pounds, 
including enforcement tolerances, or a gross 
weight of at least 80,000 pounds for vehicle 
combinations of five axles or more. However, 
the maximum gross weight to be allowed by 
any State for vehicles using the Interstate 
System shall be 20,000 pounds carried on one 
axle, including enforcement tolerances, and 
a tandem axle weight of 34,000 pounds, in
cluding enforcement tolerances and with an 
overall maximum gross weight, including en
forcement tolerances, on a group of two or 
more consecutive axles produced by applica
tion of the following formula: 

W=500 ( LN +12N+36) 
N-1 

where W equals overall gross weight on any 
group of two or more consecutive axles to 
the nearest 500 pounds, 1 equals distance in 
feet between the extreme of any group of two 
or more consecutive axles, and N equals 
number of axles in group under consider
ation, except that two consecutive sets of 
tandem axles may carry a gross load of 34,000 
pounds each providing the overall distance 
between the first and last axles of those con
secutive sets of tandem axles is 36 feet or 
more: Provided, That overall gross weight 
may not exceed 80,000 pounds, including all 
enforcement tolerances, except for those ve
hicles and loads which cannot be easily dis
mantled or divided and which have been is
sued special permits in accordance with ap
plicable State laws, or the corresponding 
maximum weights permitted for vehicles 
using the public highways of the State under 
laws or regulations established by appro
priate state authority in effect on July 1, 
1956, except in the case of the overall gross 
weight of any group of two or more consecu
tive axles on any vehicle on January 4, 1975, 
whichever is the greater. Any amount which 
is withheld from apportionment to any State 
pursuant to the foregoing provisions shall 
lapse if not released and obligated within the 
availability period specified in title 23. This 
section shall not be construed to deny appor-

tionment to any State allowing the oper
ation within the State of any vehicles or 
combinations which the State determines 
could be lawfully operated within the State 
on July 1, 1956, except in the case of the over
all gross weight of any group of two or more 
consecutive axles, on January 4, 1975. With 
respect to the State of Hawaii, laws or regu
lations in effect on February 1, 1960, shall be 
applicable for the purposes of this section in 
lieu of those in effect on July 1, 1956. With 
respect to the State of Michigan, laws or reg
ulations in effect on May 1, 1982, shall be ap
plicable for the purposes of this section.". 

(m) PUBLIC HEARINGS.-
Section 128 of title 23, United States Code, 

is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 128. PUBLIC HEARINGS. 

(a) NATIONAL HIGHWAY AND BRIDGE PRO
GRAM PROJECTS.-Any State transportation 
or highway department which submits plans 
for a National Highway and Bridge Program 
project involving the bypassing of, or going 
through, any city, town, or village, either in
corporated or unincorporated, shall certify 
to the Secretary that is has had public hear
ings, or has afforded the opportunity for 
hearings, and has considered the economic 
and social effects of the location; its impact 
on the environment, and its consistency with 
the goals and objectives of urban planning 
promulgated by the community. 

"(b) INTERSTATE SYSTEM PROJECTS.-Any 
State transportation or highway department 
which submits plans for an Interstate Sys
tem project shall certify to the Secretary 
that it has had public hearings at a conven
ient location, or has afforded the oppor
tunity for hearings, for the purpose of ena
bling persons in rural areas who have prop
erty continguous to the highway or property 
through which the highway will pass to ex
press any objections they may have to the 
proposed locations of the highway. 

"(c) REPORTS.-When a hearing has been 
held under (a) or (b), the State transpor
tation or highway department shall prepare 
a record of the hearing. The State transpor
tation or highway department shall submit 
to the Secretary the certification under (a) 
and (b) accompanied by a report which indi
cates the consideration given to the eco
nomic, social, environmental, and other ef
fects of the plan, highway location or design 
and various alternatives which were raised 
during the hearing or which were otherwise 
considered.". 

(n) PAYMENTS ON PROJECTS UNDERTAKEN BY 
A FEDERAL AGENCY.-

(1) Section 132 of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 132. PAYMENTS ON PROJECTS UNDER

TAKEN BY A FEDERAL AGENCY. 
Where a proposed project is to be under

taken by a Federal agency pursuant to an 
agreement between a State and the Federal 
agency, and the State makes a deposit with 
or payment to the Federal agency in fulfill
ment of the State's agreement, the Sec
retary, upon execution of a project agree
ment with the State, may reimburse the 
State for the estimated Federal share of the 
deposit or payment. Upon completion of the 
project and its acceptance by the Secretary, 
an adjustment shall be made in the Federal 
share based on the final cost. Any sums re
imbursed to the State under this section 
which may be in excess of the Federal share 
shall be recovered and credited to the same 
class of funds from which the Federal pay
ment was made.". 

(2) the analysis of chapter 1 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
"132. Payments on Federal-aid projects un-
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dertaken by a Federal agency." and insert
ing in lieu thereof "138. Payments on 
projects undertaken by a Federal Agency.". 

(0) PARKING; SPECIAL VElllCLE ROUTES; 
BUSES; TRANSIT; AND CARPOOLS.-

(1) Section 137 of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 137. PARKING; SPECIAL VEHICLE ROUTES; 

BUSES; TRANSIT; AND CARPOOLS. 
"(a) CARPOOL AND OTHER PUBLICLY OWNED 

PARKING FACILITIES.-The Secretary may ap
prove as a project on the National Highway 
and Bridge System the acquisition of land 
adjacent to the right-of-way and the con
struction of carpool and other publicly 
owned parking facilities thereon or within 
the right-of-way, including the use of the air 
space above and below the established grade 
line of the highway pavement. The parking 
facility shall be located and designed with 
due consideration to existing or planned pub
lic transportation facilities. Carpool parking 
facilities shall have as their primary purpose 
the reduction of vehicular traffic on the Na
tional Highway and Bridge System. Publicly 
owned parking facilities, other than carpool 
parking facilities, must serve an urbanized 
area. In the event fees are charged for the 
use of any facility, the revenue in excess of 
that required for maintenance and operation 
including compensation to any person for op
erating the facility shall be used for title 23 
related programs. 

"(b) CARPOOLS.-In order to conserve fuel, 
decrease traffic congestion during rush 
hours, improve air quality, and enhance the 
use of existing highways and parking facili
ties, the Secretary may approve for Federal 
financial assistance from National Highway 
and Bridge Progra:m funds "projects" de
signed to encourage the use of carpools. As 
used in this subsection, the term "carpool" 
includes a van pool. A project may include, 
but is not limited to, measures providing 
carpooling opportunities to the elderly and 
handicapped, systems for locating potential 
riders and informing them of convenient car
pool opportunities, acquiring vehicles appro
priate for carpool use, designating existing 
highway lanes as preferential carpool high
way lanes, providing related traffic control 
devices, and designating existing facilities 
for use as preferential parking for carpools. 

"(C) APPROVAL OF PARKING FACILITY 
PROJECTS.-The Secretary shall not approve 
any project under (a), other than a carpool 
parking facility project, until-

"(1) the Secretary has determined that the 
State, or the political subdivision, where the 
project is to be located, or any agency, or in
strumentality of the State or political sub
division, has the authority and capability of 
constructing, maintaining, and operating the 
facility; 

"(2) the Secretary has entered into an 
agreement governing the financing, mainte
nance, and operation of the parking facility 
with the State, political subdivision, agency 
or instrumentality, including necessary re
quirements to insure that adequate public 
transportation services will be available to 
persons using the facility; and 

"(3) the Secretary has approved design 
standards for constructing the facility devel
oped in cooperation with the State transpor
tation or highway department. 

"(d) PARKING FACILITIES DEFINED.-The 
term "parking facilities" for purposes of (a) 
shall include access roads, buildings, struc
tures, equipment, improvements, and inter
ests in lands. 

"(e) CONTRACTING TO OPERATE PARKING FA
CILITIES.- Nothing in this section, or in any 
rule or regulation issued under this section, 

or in any agreement required by this section, 
shall prohibit (1) any State, political sub
division, or agency or instrumentality, from 
contracting with any person to operate any 
parking facility constructed under this sec
tion, or (2) any person from operating the fa
cility. 

"(f) PLANNING FOR URBANIZED AREA PARK
ING F ACILITIES.-The Secretary shall not ap
prove any project under (a) in an urbanized 
area unless the Secretary determines that it 
is based on a transportation planning process 
carried on in accordance with section 134. 

"(g) BUSES.-The Secretary may approve 
as a project on the National Highway and 
Bridge System, the construction of exclusive 
or preferential high occupancy vehicle lanes, 
highway traffic control devices, intercity 
and urban bus passenger loading areas and 
facilities (including shelters), and fringe and 
transportation corridor parking facilities to 
serve high occupancy vehicles, intercity bus 
and public mass transportation passengers. 
If fees are charged for the use of any parking 
facility constructed under this section, the 
revenue in excess of that required for main
tenance and operation of the facility and the 
cost of providing shuttle service to and from 
the facility including compensation to any 
person for operating the facility and for pro
viding shuttle service shall be used for title 
23 purposes. 

"(h) HOV, TRUCK, EMERGENCY VEHICLE, 
ROUTES OR LANES.-National Highway and 
Bridge System funds shall be available to fi
nance the Federal share of projects for exclu
sive or preferential high occupancy vehicle, 
truck, and emergency vehicle routes or 
lanes. Routes constructed under this sub
section on the Interstate System can have 
less than four lanes of traffic. 

"(i) PROJECT UTILIZATION.-No HOV project 
authorized by this section shall be approved 
unless the Secretary has received assurances 
from the owner or operator of the facility 
that high occupancy vehicles will fully uti
lize the proposed project and that essential 
operations and enforcement support of the 
facility will be provided. 

"(j) TRANSIT FACILITIES.-In any case 
where sufficient land exists within the pub
licly acquired rights-of-way of the National 
Highway System to accommodate needed 
nonhighway public mass transit facilities 
and where the accommodation can be accom
plished without impairing automotive safety 
or future highway improvements, the Sec
retary may authorize a State to make those 
lands and rights-of-way available without 
charge to a publicly owned mass transit au
thority for those purposes wherever the pub
lic interest will be served.". 

(2) The analysis of chapter 1 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
"137. Fringe and Corridor Parking Facili
ties." and inserting in lieu thereof "137. 
Parking; Special Vehicle Routes; Buses; 
Transit; and Carpools.". 

(p) POLICY ON PARKLANDS, WILDLIFE AND 
WATERFOWL REFUGES, AND HISTORIC SITES.

(1) Section l38 of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 138. POLICY ON PARK LANDS, WILDLIFE 

AND WATERFOWL REFUGES, AND 
HISTORIC SITES. 

"(a) POLICY.-It is the policy of the United 
States Government that special effort should 
be made to preserve the natural beauty of 
the countryside, public park and recreation 
lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and 
historic sites. 

"(b) COOPERATION AND CONSULTATION.-The 
Secretary shall cooperate and consult with 
the Secretaries of the Interior, Housing and 

Urban Development, and Agriculture, and 
with the States, in developing transpor
tation plans and programs that include 
measures to maintain or enhance the natural 
beauty of lands crossed by transportation ac
tivities or facilities. 

"(C) USE OF PROTECTED RESOURCES.-The 
Secretary may approve a transportation pro
gram or project (other than a project for a 
park road or parkway under section 204) re
quiring the use of publicly owned land of a 
public park, recreation area, or wildlife and 
waterfowl refuge of national, State, or local 
significance, or land of an historic site of na
tional, State, or local significance (as deter
mined by the Federal, State, or local offi
cials having jurisdiction over the park, area, 
refuge, or site) only if-

"(1) there is no prudent and feasible alter
native to using that land; and 

"(2) the program or project includes all 
possible planning to minimize harm to the 
park, recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl 
refuge, or historic site resulting from the 
use.". 

(2) The analysis of chapter 1 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
"138. Preservation of Parklands." and insert
ing in lieu thereof "138. Policy of Parklands, 
Wildlife and Waterfowl Refuges, and Historic 
Sites.". 

(q) EQUAL OPPORTUNITY.-
(1) Section 140 of title 23, United States 

Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 140. EQUAL OPPORTUNITY. 

"(a) EQUAL EMPLOYMENT 0PPORTUNITY.
The Secretary shall require assurance from 
any State desiring to avail itself of the bene
fits of this title, that employment in connec
tion with proposed projects will be provided 
without discrimination based on race, color, · 
religion, national origin, age, disability, or 
sex. The Secretary shall require that each 
State shall include in the advertised speci
fication, notification of the specific equal 
employment opportunity responsibilities of 
the successful bidder. For the National High
way and Bridge Programs, the Secretary 
shall, where necessary to assure equal em
ployment opportunity, require certification 
by any State desiring to avail itself of the 
benefits of this title that there are in exist
ence and available on a regional, statewide, 
or local basis, apprenticeship, skill improve
ment or other upgrading programs, reg
istered with the Department of Labor or the 
appropriate State agency, if any, which pro
vide equal opportunity for training and em
ployment without regard to race, color, reli
gion, national origin, age, disability, or sex. 
The Secretary shall periodically obtain from 
the Secretary of Labor and the respective 
State transportation or highway depart
ments information to judge compliance with 
the requirements of this section and the Sec
retary of Labor shall render to the Secretary 
assistance and information as necessary to 
carry out the equal employment opportunity 
program. 

"(b) HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION TRAINING.
The Secretary in cooperation with any other 
department or agency of the Government, 
State agency, authority, association, insti
tution, corporation (profit or nonprofit), or 
other organization or person, is authorized 
to develop, conduct, and administer highway 
construction training, including skill im
provement programs. Not to exceed one 
fourth of one percent of the funds appor
tioned to a State under section 104 shall be 
available to carry out this section upon are
quest by the State transportation or high
way department. Whenever apportionments 
are made under section 104, the Secretary 
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shall deduct necessary sums, not to exceed 
$10,000,000 per fiscal year for the administra
tion of this subsection. The provisions of sec
tion 3709 of the Revised Statutes, as amended 
(41 U.S.C. 5), shall not be applicable to con
tracts, grants and agreements made under 
the authority granted in this subsection to 
the Secretary. 

"(c) DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS PRO-
FICIENCY.-The Secretary, in cooperation 
with any other department or agency of the 
Government, State agency, authority, asso
ciation, institution, corporation (profit or 
nonprofit), or any other organization or per
son, is authorized to develop, conduct, and 
administer training programs and assistance 
programs in connection with any program 
under this title in order that disadvantaged 
businesses may achieve proficiency to com
pete, on an equitable basis, for contracts and 
subcontracts. Whenever apportionments are 
made under section 104, the Secretary shall 
deduct necessary sums, not to exceed 
$10,000,000 per fiscal year, for the administra
tion of this subsection. The provisions of sec
tion 3709 of the Revised Statutes, as amended 
(42 U.S.C. 5), shall not be applicable to con
tracts, grants and agreements made under 
the authority granted in this subsection to 
the Secretary notwithstanding the provi
sions of section 302(e) of the Federal Prop
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949 
(41 U.S.C. 252(e)). 

"(d) INDIAN EMPLOYMENT.-Consistent with 
section 703(i) of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 
(42 U.S.C. 2000e-2(i)), nothing in this section 
shall preclude the preferential employment 
of Indians living on or near a reservation on 
projects and contracts on Indian reservation 
roads. The Secretary shall cooperate with In
dian tribal governments and the States to 
implement this subsection. 

"(e) PROHffiiTION OF DISCRIMINATION ON THE 
BASIS OF SEx.-No person shall on the 
ground of sex be excluded from participation 
in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected 
to discrimination under any program or ac
tivity receiving Federal assistance under 
this title or carried on under this title. This 
provision will be enforced through agency 
provisions and rules similar to those already 
established, with respect to racial and other 
discrimination, under title VI of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964. This remedy is not exclu
sive and will not prejudice or cut off any 
other legal remedies available to a 
descriminatee.". 

(2) The analysis of chapter 1 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
"140. Nondiscrimination." and inserting in 
lieu thereof "140. Equal Opportunity.". 

(r) STATE SIZE AND WEIGHT LAWS.-
(1) Section 141 of title 23, United States 

Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 141. STATE SIZE AND WEIGHT LAWS. 

"(a) CERTIFICATION.-Each State shall cer
tify to the Secretary before January 1 of 
each year that it is enforcing all State laws 
respecting vehicle size and weight limits al
lowed on the Interstate System, in accord
ance with section 127. 

"(b) INFORMATION TO VERIFY CERTIFI
CATION.-Each State shall submit to the Sec
retary information as the Secretary shall, by 
regulation, require as necessary to verify the 
certification of the State under (a). 

"(c) REDUCTION OF APPROPRIATIONS.-If a 
State fails to certify as required by (a) or if 
the Secretary determines that a State is not 
adequately enforcing all State laws respect
ing maximum vehicle size and weight limits, 
notwithstanding the certification, then Na
tional Highway and Bridge Program funds 
apportioned to the State for that fiscal year 

shall be reduced by amounts equal to 10 per
cent of the amount which would otherwise be 
apportioned to the State under section 104. 

"(d) APPOINTMENT OF WITHHELD FUNDS.-If 
within 1 year from the date that the appor
tionment for any State is reduced in accord
ance with (c), the Secretary determines that 
the State is enforcing all State laws respect
ing size and weight limits, the apportion
ment of the State shall be increased by an 
amount equal to the reduction. If the Sec
retary does not make that determination 
within a 1-year period, the amounts withheld 
shall be reapportioned to all other eligible 
States using the factors from the original 
apportionments.". 

(2) The analysis of chapter 1 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
"141. Enforcement of Requirements." and in
serting in lieu thereof "141. State Size and 
Weight Laws.". 

(S) FEDERAL-STATE RELATIONSHIP.
Section 145 of title 23, United States Code 

is amended to read as follows: 

"SEC. 145. FEDERAirSTATE RELATIONSHIP. 
"The authorization of the appropriation of 

Federal funds or their availability for ex
penditure under this title shall in no way in
fringe on the sovereign rights of the States 
to determine which projects shall be Feder
ally financed.". 

(t) NATIONAL BRIDGE INSPECTION PRO
GRAM.-

Section 151 of title 23, United States Code 
is amended to read as follows: 

"SEC. 151. NATIONAL BRIDGE INSPECTION PRO
GRAM. 

"(a) NATIONAL BRIDGE INSPECTION STAND
ARDS.-The Secretary, in consultation with 
the State transportation or highway depart
ments and interested and knowledgeable pri
vate organizations and individuals, shall es
tablish national bridge inspection standards 
for the proper safety inspection and evalua
tion of all highway bridges. 

"(b) MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS OF INSPECTION 
STANDARDS.-The standards established 
under (a) shall, at a minimum-

"(1) specify, in detail, the method by which 
inspections shall be carried out by the 
States; 

"(2) establish the maximum time period 
between inspections; 

"(3) establish the qualifications for those 
charged with carrying out the inspections; 

"(4) require each State to maintain and 
make available to the Secretary upon re
quest--

"(A) written reports on the results of high
way bridge inspections together with nota
tions of any action taken pursuant to the 
findings of inspections; and 

"(B) current inventory data for all high
way bridges reflecting the findings of the 
most recent highway bridge inspections con
ducted; and 

"(5) require each State to establish a pro
cedure to certify that highway bridge inspec
tors meet national qualifications. 

"(c) TRAINING PROGRAMS FOR BRIDGE IN
SPECTORS.-The Secretary, in cooperation 
with the State transportation or highway de
partments, shall establish a program de
signed to train governmental employees to 
carry out highway bridge inspections. The 
training program shall be revised from time 
to time to take into account new and im
proved techniques. 

"(d) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.-To carry out 
this section, the Secretary may use funds 
made available pursuant to the provisions of 
section 104(a). ". 

(u) NATIONAL MINIMUM DRINKING AGE.-

Section 158 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 158. NATIONAL MINIMUM DRINKING AGE. 

"(a) WITHHOLDING OF FUNDS FOR NON
COMPLIANCE.-The Secretary shall withhold 
10 percent of the amount to be apportioned 
to any State under section 104(c)(1) and 
104(c)(2) on the first day of each fiscal year in 
which the purchase or public possession in 
that State of any alcoholic beverage by a 
person who is less than 21 years of age is law
ful. 

"(b) APPORTIONMENT OF WITHHELD FUNDS.
Funds withheld under this section from ap
portionment to any State shall be appor
tioned to the other States in compliance 
with this section and remain available for 
the period of time applicable to the category 
of funds withheld. 

"(C) ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE DEFINED.-As 
used in this section, the term "alcoholic bev
erage" means-

' '(1) beer as defined in section 5052(a) of the 
title 26, United States Code, 

"(2) wine of not less than than 1h of 1 per
cent of alcohol by volume, or 

"(3) distilled spirits as defined in section 
5002(a)(8) of title 26, United States Code.". 

(v) FOREST DEVELOPMENT ROADS AND 
TRAILS.-

Section 205 of title 23, United States Code 
is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 205. FOREST DEVELOPMENT ROADS AND 

TRAILS. 
"(a) COSTS OF CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTE

NANCE.-Funds available for forest develop
ment roads and trails shall be used by the 
Secretary of Agriculture to pay for the costs 
of construction and maintenance including 
costs on roads and trails on experimental 
and other areas under Forest Service admin
istration. The Secretary of Agriculture may 
enter into contracts with State or civil sub
divisions and issue necessary regulations. 

"(b) COOPERATION OF STATE AND LOCAL 
GOVERNMENTS.-Cooperation of States, coun
ties, or other local subdivisions may be ac
cepted but shall not be required by the Sec
retary of Agriculture. 

''(C) COMPETITIVE BIDDING.-Construction 
estimate to cost $50,000 or more per mile or 
$50,000 or more per project for projects with 
a length of less than one mile, exclusive of 
bridges and engineering, shall be advertised 
and let to contract. If the estimated cost is 
less than $50,000 per mile or $50,000 per 
project for projects with a length of less than 
one mile or if, after proper advertising, no 
acceptable bid is received or the bids are 
deemed excessive, the work may be done by 
the Secretary of Agriculture on his own ac
count. 

"(d) PARKING AREAS AND SANITARY, WATER, 
AND FIRE CONTROL FACILITIES.-Funds avail
able for forest development roads and trails 
shall be available for adjacent vehicular 
parking areas and for sanitary, water, and 
fire control facilities.". 

"(w) DEFENSE ACCESS ROADS.-
Section 210 of title 23, United States Code, 

is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 210. DEFENSE ACCESS ROADS. 

"(a) CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTENANCE OF 
DEFENSE ACCESS RoADS.-The Secretary is 
authorized, out of the funds appropriated for 
defense access roads, to provide for the con
struction and maintenance of defense access 
roads (including bridges, tubes, and tunnels) 
to military reservations, to defense indus
tries and defense industry sites, and to the 
sources of raw material when the roads are 
certified to the Secretary as important to 
the national defense by the Secretary of De
fense or other official as the President may 
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designate, and for replacing existing high
ways and highway connections that are shut 
off from the general public use by necessary 
closures or restrictions at military reserva
tions and defense industry sites. 

"(b) AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIATED 
FUNDS.-Funds appropriated for the purposes 
of this section shall be available, without re
gard to apportionment among the several 
States, for paying all or part of the cost of 
the construction and maintenance of defense 
access roads. 

"(c) FUNDS APPROPRIATED FOR DEFENSE 
MANEUVERS AND ExERCISES.-Funds appro
priated for defense maneuvers and exercises, 
may be used by the Secretary in areas cer
tified to him by the Secretary of Defense as 
maneuver areas for construction, mainte
nance, and repair work as may be necessary 
to keep the highways in those areas, which 
have been or may be used for training of the 
Armed Forces, in suitable condition for 
training purposes and for repairing the dam
age caused to highways by the operations of 
personnel and equipment in training. 

"(d) ACQUISITION AND CONVEYANCE OF 
LAND.-If the Secretary shall determine that 
the State transportation or highway depart
ment of any State is unable to obtain posses
sion and the right to enter upon and use the 
required rights-of-way, lands, or interest in 
lands, improved or unimproved, required for 
any project authorized by this section with 
sufficient promptness, the Secretary is au
thorized to acquire, enter upon, take 
possesion, and expend funds, prior to ap
proval of title by the Attorney General, in 
the name of the United States, of right-of
way, lands or interest in lands as may be re
quired in the State for projects by purchase, 
donation, condemnation, or otherwise in ac
cordance with the laws of the United States 
(including the Act of February 26, 1931; 46 
Stat. 1421). The cost incurred by the Sec
retary in acquiring any rights-of-way, lands, 
or interest in lands may include the cost of 
examination and abstract of title, certificate 
of title, advertising, and any fees incidental 
to acquisition; and shall be payable out of 
funds available for paying the cost or the 
Federal share of the cost of the project for 
which rights-of-way, lands, or interests in 
lands are acquired. The Secretary is further 
authorized and directed by proper deed exe
cuted in the name of the United States to 
convey any lands or interests in lands ac
quired in any State under the provisions of 
this section to the State transportation or 
highway department of the State or to a po
litical subdivision thereof as its laws may 
provide, upon terms and conditions as may 
be agreed upon by the Secretary and the 
State transportation or highway depart
ment, or political subdivisions to which the 
conveyance is to be made. 

"(e) LETTING OF CONTRACTS.-The provi
sions of section 112 are applicable to defense 
access roads. 

"(0 ADVANCED FUNDS.-The Secretary, 
after determining that it is necessary for the 
expeditious completion of any defense access 
road project, may advance to any State out 
of funds appropriated for defense access 
roads transferred and available to the Sec
retary, the Federal share of the cost of con
struction to enable the State transportation 
or highway department to make prompt pay
ments for acquisition of rights-of-way, and 
for construction as it progresses. Sums ad
vanced shall be deposited in a special fund by 
the State official authorized by State law to 
receive funds, to be disbursed solely upon 
vouchers approved by the State transpor
tation or highway department for rights-of-

way which have been or are being acquired 
and for construction which has been actually 
performed under this section. Upon deter
mination by the Secretary that funds ad
vanced to any State are no longer required, 
the amount of the advance which is deter
mined to be in excess of requirements for the 
project shall be repaid, and repayments shall 
be returned to the credit of the appropria
tion from which the funds were advanced. 

"(g) REPAIR OF DAMAGE.-Funds appro
priated for the purpose of this section shall 
be available to pay the cost of repairing 
damage caused to highways by the operation 
of vehicles and equipment in the construc
tion of classified military installations and 
facilities for ballistic missiles if the Sec
retary shall determine that the State trans
portation or highway department of any 
State is, or has been, unable to prevent dam
age by restrictions upon the use of highways 
without interference with or delay in, the 
completion of a contract for the construc
tion of military reservations or installa
tions. This subsection shall apply notwith
standing any provision of contract holding a 
party thereto responsible for damage, if the 
Secretary of Defense or his designee shall de
termine, in fact, that construction estimates 
and the bid of party did not include allow
ance for repairing damage.". 

(X) PUBLIC LANDS DEVELOPMENT ROADS AND 
TRAILS.-

Section 214 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 214. PUBLIC LANDS DEVELOPMENT ROADS 

AND TRAILS. 
Funds available for public lands develop

ment roads and trails shall be used to pay 
the cost of construction and improvement of 
these roads and trails and shall be available 
for adjacent vehicular parking areas and for 
sanitary, water, and fire control facilities.". 

(y) TERRITORIAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM.
Section 215 of title 23, United States Code, 

is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 215. TERRITORIAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM. 

"(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-Recognizing the mu
tual benefits that will accrue to the Virgin 
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is
lands, and to the United States from the im
provement of highways in territories of the 
United States, the Secretary is authorized to 
assist those territorial governments in a pro
gram for the construction and improvement 
of a system of arterial highways, and nec
essary interisland connectors designated by 
the Governor of each territory and approved 
by the Secretary. 

"(b) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.-In order to 
establish a long-range highway development 
program, the Secretary is authorized to pro
vide technical assistance for the establish
ment of an appropriate agency to administer 
on a continuing basis highway planning, de
sign, construction and maintenance oper
ations, the development of a system of arte
rial and connector highways, including nec
essary interisland connectors, and the estab
lishment of advance acquisition of right-of
way and relocation assistance programs. 

"(C) AGREEMENT WITH THE SECRETARY.-No 
part of the funds provided for this section 
shall be available for obligation with respect 
to a territory until the Governor enters into 
an agreement with the Secretary providing 
that the government of the territory (1) will 
design and construct a system of arterial and 
collector highways, including necessary 
inter-island connectors, built in accordance 
with standards approved by the Secretary; 
(2) will provide for the maintenance of facili
ties in a condition to adequately serve the 

needs of present and future traffic; and (3) 
will implement standards for highway safe
ty, traffic operations and uniform traffic 
control devices which are approved by the 
Secretary. 

"(d) SURVEYS AND INVESTIGATIONS; PLAN
NING; STUDIES; RESEARCH AND DEVELOP
MENT.-

"(1) Three percent of the sums provided for 
each fiscal year for carrying out this section 
shall be available for expenditure only for 
engineering and economic surveys and inves
tigations, for the planning of future highway 
programs and their financing, for studies of 
the economy, safety, and convenience and 
the desirable regulation and equitable tax
ation of highway usage, and for research and 
development, necessary in connection with 
the planning, design, and maintenance of the 
highway system, and the regulation and tax
ation of its use. 

"(2) In addition to the percentage provided 
in (1) sums provided for each fiscal year for 
carrying out this section may be expended 
upon request of the Governor and with the 
approval of the Secretary for the purposes 
enumerated in (1). 

"(e) MAINTENANCE.-None of the funds pro
vided for carrying out this section shall be 
obligated or expended for maintenance of the 
highway system. 

"(f) ALLOCATION.-Sums provided for carry
ing out this section shall be allocated among 
the territories at the discretion of the Sec
retary.". 

(z) ALASKA-CANADA INTERNATIONAL HIGH
WAY.-

(1) Section 218 of title 23, United States 
· Code is amended to read as follows: 

"SEC. 218. ALASKA-CANADA INTERNATIONAL 
HIGHWAY. 

"(a) RECONSTRUCTION, IN GENERAL.-Rec
ognizing the benefits that will accrue to the 
State of Alaska and to the United States 
from the reconstruction of the Alaska-Can
ada International Highway from the Alaskan 
border to Haines Junction in Canada and the 
Haines Cutoff Highway from Haines Junction 
in Canada to the south Alaskan border, the 
Secretary is authorized out of the funds ap
propriated for the purpose of this section to 
provide for necessary reconstruction of that 
highway. Authorizations shall remain avail
able until expended. Expenditures shall be 
made for the construction of highways pur-

. suant to the agreement reached between the 
Government of Canada and the Government 
of the United States that provides, in part, 
that the Canadian Government-

"(!) will provide, without participation of 
funds authorized under this title, all nec
essary right-of-way for the reconstruction of 
the highways; 

"(2) will not impose any highway toll, or 
permit any toll to be charged for the use of 
the highways by vehicles or persons; 

"(3) will not levy or assess, directly or in
directly, any fee, tax, or other charge for the 
use of the highways by vehicles or persons 
from the United States that does not apply 
equally to vehicles or persons of Canada; 

"(4) will continue to grant reciprocal rec
ognition of vehicle registration and drivers' 
licenses in accordance with agreements be
tween the United States and Canada; and 

"(5) will maintain the highways after their 
completion in proper condition adequately 
to serve the needs of present and future traf
fic. 

"(b) SUPERVISION BY THE SECRETARY.-The 
survey and construction work undertaken 
pursuant to this section shall be under the 
general supervision of the Secretary.". 

(2) The analysis of chapter 2 of title 23, 
United States Code, is a~ended by striking 
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"218. Alaska Highway." and inserting in lieu 
thereof "218. Alaska-Canada International 
Highway.". 

(aa) STATE TRANSPORTATION OR HIGHWAY 
DEPARTMENT.-

(!) Section 302 of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 302. STATE TRANSPORTATION OR HIGHWAY 

DEPARTMENT. 
"Any State desiring to avail itself of the 

provisions of this title shall have a State 
transportation or highway department which 
shall have adequate powers, and be suitably 
equipped and organized to discharge to the 
satisfaction of the Secretary the duties re
quired by this title. In meeting the provi
sions of this section, a State may engage the 
services of private engineering firms.". 

(2) The analysis of chapter 3 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
"302. State highway department." and in
serting in lieu thereof "302. State Transpor
tation or Highway Department.". 

(bb) PARTICIPATION BY SMALL BUSINESS EN
TERPRISES.-

Section 304 of title 23, United States Code 
is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 304. PARTICIPATION BY SMALL BUSINESS 

ENTERPRISES. 
It is in the national interest .to encourage 

and develop the actual and potential capac
ity of small business and to utilize this im
portant segment of our economy to the full
est practicable extent in construction of 
highways. In order to carry out that intent 
and encourage full and free competition, the 
Secretary shall assist, insofar as feasible, 
small business enterprises in obtaining con
tracts in connection with the prosecution of 
the highway program.". 

( cc) ARCHEOLOGICAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL 
RECOVERY.-

(!) Section 305 of title 23, United States 
Code is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 305. ARCHEOLOGICAL AND PALEONTOLOG· 

ICAL RECOVERY. 
A State may use funds authorized to be ap

propriated to carry out this title for archeo
logical and paleontological data recovery in 
compliance with the Act entitled 'An Ace for 
the preservation of American antiquities,' 
approved June 8, 1906 (34 Stat. 225), and State 
laws where applicable.". 

(2) The analysis of chapter 3 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
"305. Archelogical and paleontological sal
vage." and inserting in lieu thereof "305. Ar
cheological and paleontological recovery.". 

(dd) COOPERATION WITH FEDERAL AND 
STATE AGENCIES AND FOREIGN COUNTRIES.

Section 308 of title 23, United States Code 
is amended to read as follows: 
SEC. 308. COOPERATION WITH FEDERAL AND 

STATE AGENCIES AND FOREIGN 
COUNTRIES. 

"(a) SERVICES, AUTHORITY AND REIMBURSE
MENT.-The secretary is authorized to per
form by contract or otherwise, authorized 
engineering or other services in connection 
with the survey, construction, maintenance, 
or improvement of highways for other Gov
ernment agencies, cooperating foreign coun
tries, and State cooperating agencies, andre
imbursement for services, which may include 
depreciation on engineering and road build
ing equipment used, shall be credited to the 
appropriation concerned. 

"(b) MATERIALS, AUTHORITY AND REIM
BURSEMENT.-Appropriations for the work of 
the Federal Highway Administration shall be 
available for expenses of warehouse 
maintenace and the procurement, care, and 
handling of supplies, materials, and equip
ment for distribution of projects under the 

supervision of the Federal Highway Adminis
tration, or for sale or distribution to other 
Government agencies, cooperating foreign 
countries, and State cooperating agencies, 
and the cost of supplies and materials or the 
value of equipment, including the cost of 
transportation and handling, may be reim
bursed to current applicable appropria
tions.". 

(ee) CIVIL DEFENSE.-
Section 310 of title 23, United States Code 

is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 310. CIVIL DEFENSE. 

In order to assure that adequate consider
ation is given to civil defense aspects in the 
planning and construction of highways con
structed with the aid of Federal funds, the 
Secretary is authorized and directed to con
sult, from time to time, with the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency relative to 
the civil defense aspects of highways.". 

(ff) HIGHWAY IMPROVEMENTS STRATEGI
CALLY IMPORTANT TO THE NATIONAL DE
FENSE.-

Section 311 of title 23, United States Code 
is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 311. HIGHWAY IMPROVEMENTS STRATEGI

CALLY IMPORTANT TO THE NA
TIONAL DEFENSE. 

"(a) ADMINISTRATIVE FUNDS.-Administra
tive funds made available under section 
104(a) may be used to pay the entire engi
neering costs of the surveys, plans, specifica
tions, estimates, and supervision of con
struction of projects for the urgent improve
ments of highways strategically important 
from the standpoint of the national defense 
undertaken on the order of the Secretary 
upon the request of the Secretary of Defense 
or other official that the President may des
ignate. 

"(b) APPORTIONED FUNDS.-With the con
sent of a State, funds apportioned under sec
tion 104 may be used to the extent deemed 
necessary and advisable by the Secretary to 
carry out the provisions of this section. 

"(c) APPROVAL OF PROJECT.-In approving 
projects under this title the Secretary may 
give priority of approval to, and expedite the 
construction of projects that are rec
ommended as important to the national de
fense by the Secretary of Defense or other of
ficial authorized by the President to make 
that recommendation.". 

(gg) DETAIL OF ARMY, NAVY, AND AIR FORCE 
0FFICERS.-

Section 312 of title 23, United States Code 
is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 312. DETAIL OF ARMY, NAVY, AND AIR 

FORCE OFFICERS. 
The Secretary of Defense, upon request of 

the Secretary, is authorized to make tem
porary details to the Federal Highway Ad
ministration of officers of the Army, the 
Navy, and the Air Force, without additional 
compensation, for technical advice and for 
consultation regarding highway needs for 
the national defense. Travel and subsistence 
expenses of officers detailed shall · be paid 
from appropriations available to the Depart
ment of Transportation on the same basis as 
authorized by law and by regulations of the 
Department of Defense for those officers.". 

(hh) RELIEF OF EMPLOYEES IN HAZARDOUS 
WORK.-

Section 314, title 23, United States Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 314. RELIEF OF EMPLOYEES IN HAZARDOUS 

WORK. 

"The Secretary is authorized in an emer
gency to use appropriations to the Depart
ment of Transportation for carrying out the 
provisions of this title for medical supplies, 
services, and other assistance necessary for 

the immediate relief of employees of the 
Federal Highway Administration engaged in 
hazardous work.". 

(ii) RULES, REGULATIONS, AND REC
OMMENDATIONS.-

Section 315 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 

"SEC. 315. RULES, REGULATIONS AND REC
OMMENDATIONS. 

"Except as otherwise expressly provided in 
this title, the Secretary is authorized to pre
scribe and promulgate all rules and regula
tions for carrying out this title. The Sec
retary may make recommendations to the 
Congress and State transportation or high
way departments as necessary for preserving 
and protecting the highways and insuring 
safety to traffic.". 

(jj) CONSENT BY UNITED STATES TO CONVEY
ANCE OF PROPERTY.-

Section 316 of title 23, United States Code 
is amended to read as follows: 

"SEC. 316. CONSENT BY UNITED STATES TO CON
VEYANCE OF PROPERTY. 

For the purposes of this title the consent 
of the United States is given to any railroad 
or canal company to convey to the State 
transportation or highway department of 
any State, or its nominee, any part of its 
right-of-way or other property in that State 
acquired by grant from the United States.". 

(kk) APPROPRIATION FOR HIGHWAY PUR
POSES OF LANDS OR INTERESTS IN LANDS 
OWNED BY THE UNITED STATES.-

Section 317 of title 23, United States Code 
is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 317. APPROPRIATION FOR HIGHWAY PUR

P08ES OF LANn8 OK INTZKE8T8 IN 
LANDS OWNED BY THE UNITED 
STATES. 

"(a) DETERMINATION OF NECESSITY; MAP 
FILING.-If the Secretary determines that 
any part of the lands or interests in lands 
owned by the United States is reasonably 
necessary for the right-of-way of any high
way, or as a source of materials for the con
struction or maintenance of any highway ad
jacent to those lands or interest in lands, the 
Secretary shall file with the Secretary of the 
Department supervising the administration 
of those lands or interests in lands a map 
showing the portion of those lands or inter
ests in lands which it is desired to appro
priate. 

"(b) ACTION OF LAND MANAGEMENT AGEN
CY.-If within a period of 4 months after fil-
1ng, the Secretary of that Department shall 
not have certified to the Secretary that the 
proposed appropriation of that land or mate
rial is contrary to the public interest or in
consistent with the purposes for which that 
land or material has been reserved, or shall 
have agreed to the appropriation and trans
fer under conditions which are necessary for 
the adequate protection and utilization of 
the reserve, then the land and material may 
be appropriated and transferred to the State 
transportation or highway department, or 
its nominee, for those purposes and subject 
to the conditions specified. 

"(c) REVERSION TO LAND MANAGEMENT 
AGENCY.-If at any time the need for lands or 
materials for those purposes no longer exist, 
notice of the fact shall be given by the State 
transportation or highway department to 
the Secretary and the lands or materials 
shall immediately revert to the control of 
the Secretary of the Department from which 
they were appropriated.". 

(ll) LANDSCAPING, SCENIC ENHANCEMENT, 
REST AREAS AND WILDFLOWERS.-

(!) Section 319 of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 
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"SEC. 319. LANDSCAPING, SCENIC ENHANCE· 

MENT; REST AREAS; WILDFLOWERS. 
"(a) LANDSCAPING AND ROADSIDE DEVELOP

MENT.-The Secretary may approve as a part 
of the construction of highways the costs of 
landscape and roadside development, includ
ing acquisition and development of publicly 
owned and controlled rest and recreation 
areas and sanitary and other facilities rea
sonably necessary to accommodate the trav
eling public, and for acquisition of interests 
in and improvement of strips of land nec
essary for the restoration, preservation, and 
enhancement of significant environmental 
features and scenic beauty adjacent to high
ways. Improvements shall not include vege
tation that will affect safe highway oper
ations by becoming a roadside obstacle. 

"(b) PLANTING OF WILDFLOWERS.-
"(!) GENERAL RULE.-The Secretary shall 

require the planting of native wildflower 
seeds or seedlings, or both, as part of any 
landscaping under this section. At least % of 
1 percent of the funds expended for a land
scaping project shall be used for plantings. 

"(2) WAIVER.-The requirements of this 
subsection may be waived by the Secretary if 
a State certifies that native wildflowers or 
seedlings cannot be grown satisfactorily or 
planting areas are limited or otherwise used 
for agricultural purposes. 

"(3) GIFTS.-Nothing in this subsection 
shall be construed to prohibit the acceptance 
of native wildflower seeds or seedlings do
nated by civic organizations or other organi
zations and individuals to be used in land
scaping projects.". 

(2) The analysis of chapter 3 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
"319. Landscaping and Scenic Enhance
ment." and inserting in lieu thereof "319. 
Landscaping and Scenic Enhancement, Rest 
Areas and Wildflowers.". 

(mm) NATIONAL HIGHWAY lNSTITUTE.
Section 321 of title 23, United States Code, 

is amended to read as follows: 
'SEC. 321. NATIONAL HIGHWAY INSTITUTE. 

"(a) ESTABLISHMENT AND AUTHORITY TO 
CONDUCT TRAINING.-The Secretary shall es
tablish and operate in the Federal Highway 
Administration a National Highway Insti
tute hereinafter referred to as the "Insti
tute". The Institute shall develop and ad
minister, in cooperation with the State 
transportation or highway departments, and 
any national or international entity, train
ing programs of instruction for Federal 
Highway Administration, State and local 
transportation and highway department em
ployees, State and local police, public safety 
and motor vehicle employees, United States 
citizens and foreign nationals engaged or to 
be engaged in highway work of interest to 
the United States. Programs may include, 
but are not limited to courses in modern de
velopments, techniques, management, and 
procedures, relating to highway planning, 
environmental factors, acquisition of rights
of-way, ·relocation assistance, engineering, 
safety, construction, maintenance, contract 
administration, motor carrier activities and 
inspection. The Secretary shall administer 
the authority vested in the Secretary by this 
title or by any other provision of law for the 
development and conduct of education and 
training programs relating to highways 
through the Institute. 

"(b) SET ASIDE.-Not to exceed % of 1 per
cent of all National Highway Bridge Pro
gram funds apportioned to a State under this 
title shall be available for expenditure by 
the State highway department for payment 
of not to exceed 75 percent of the cost of tui
tion and direct educational expenses (but not 

travel, subsistence, or salaries) in connection 
with the education and training of State and 
local highway department employees as pro
vided in this section. 

"(c) FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITY.-Education 
and training of Federal, State and local 
highway employees authorized by this sec
tion shall be provided (1) by the Secretary at 
no cost to the States and local governments 
for those subject areas which are a Federal 
program responsibility; or (2) in any case 
where education and training are to be paid 
for under (b) by the State, subject to the ap
proval of the Secretary, through grants and 
contracts with public and private agencies, 
institutions, individuals, and the Institute 
Provided that private agencies and individ
uals shall pay the full cost of any education 
and training received by them. 

"(d) TRAINING FELLOWSHIPS; COOPERATION; 
COLLECTION OF FEES.-The Institute is au
thorized, subject to approval of the Sec
retary, to engage in all phases of contract 
authority for training purposes authorized 
by this section including but not limited to 
the granting of training fellowships. The In
stitute is also authorized to carry out its au
thority independently or in cooperation with 
any other branch of the Government, State 
agency, authority, association, institution, 
corporation (profit or nonprofit), or any 
other national or international entity, or 
person. The Institute is authorized to estab
lish and collect fees from any entity and 
place them in a special account for the pur
pose of this section. 

"(e) FUNDS.-The funds required to carry 
out this section may be from the sums de
ducted for administration purposes under 
104(a). The provisions of section 3700 of the 
Revised Statutes, as amended (41 U.S.C. 5), 
shall not be applicable to contracts or agree
ments made under the authority of this sec
tion. The sums provided pursuant to this 
subsection may be combined or held separate 
from the fees or memberships collected and 
be administered by the Secretary as a fund 
which shall be available until expended. 

"(f) DEFINITION.-The term "national and 
international entity" as used in this section 
is defined to mean any government or non
government, public or private, profit or non
profit body, institution, corporation, agency, 
association, authority, State, Country, Prov
ince, City, County, local jurisdiction, or indi
viduals.''. 

(nn) REPORTS AND SURVEYS AS EVIDENCE.
(1) Section 409 of title 23, United States 

Code is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 409. REPORTS AND SURVEYS AS EVIDENCE. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, reports, surveys, schedules, lists, or 
data compiled for the purpose of identifying, 
evaluating, or planning the safety enhance
ment of potential accident sites, hazardous 
roadway conditions, or railway-highway 
crossings, for the purpose of developing any 
highway safety construction improvement 
project which may be implemented utilizing 
Federal highway funds shall not be admitted 
into evidence in Federal or State court or 
considered for other purposes in any action 
for damages arising from any occurence at a 
location mentioned or addressed in those re
ports, surveys, schedules, lists, or data.". 

(2) The analysis of chapter 4 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
"409. Admission as Evidence of Certain Re
ports and Surgeys." and inserting in lieu 
thereof "409. Report and Surveys as Evi
dence. " . 

(00) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-
Section 5122(8)(B) of title 42, United States 

Code, is amended by striking " any non-Fed-

. 
eral-aid street, road, or highway" and insert
ing instead "Any street, road, or highway 
not eligible for emergency relief under title 
23, United States Code". 

(pp) REPEALS.-
(1) Section 117, 119, 135, 139, 143, 144, 146, 147, 

148, 150, 152, 155, 156, 201, 212, 216, 309, 318, 320 
and 324 of title 23, United States Code are re
pealed. 

(2) Section 163 of the Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1973 is repealed. 

(3) Section 144 of the Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1978 is repealed. 

(4) Section 163 of the Surface Transpor
tation Assistance Act of 1982 is repealed. 
SEC. 138. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1991 shall 
be effective on October 1, 1991. 

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the Federal aid sur
face transportation legislation intro
duced by Senator WARNER and to add 
my name as an original cosponsor of 
the bill. This legislation being offered 
today addresses real needs and real in
justices that exist under the current 
surface transportation programs. For 
too long these inequities have been 
overlooked; we cannot allow them to 
be disregarded any longer. I implore 
every Member of this body to take very 
seriously the changes that are rec
ommended in the legislation offered by 
Senator WARNER. 

Last week, 34 Senators and I sent a 
letter to the congressional leaders in
volved in rewriting this year's highway 
bill arguing for a more equitable dis
tribution of the Federal highway aid. 
The fact that our letter received 35 
cosigners illustrates how great the 
problems with the current surface 
transportation programs are and how 
essential the need for change is. 

North Carolina's statistics regarding 
surface transportation funding also il
lustrate the need for change with the 
current surface transportation pro
grams. Between 1956 and 1989 motorists 
in North Carolina contributed $1.7 bil
lion more in fuel taxes than the Fed
eral Government spent on roads in the 
State. In the current year alone, North 
Carolina motorists will pay about $450 
million in Federal highway taxes, but 
the State will receive less than $330 
million in highway aid. North Carolina 
has received far less than its fair share 
of surface transportation funding. 
Since 1956, North Carolina has received 
a cumulative average of 83 cents for 
every dollar contributed into the fund 
and an average of five cents for every 
dollar contributed into the mass tran
sit account. 

It has been said that the Moynihan 
bill, S. 965, and the administration's 
proposal look to the future of our high
way needs by providing the States 
greater flexibility, but these proposals 
do not provide a more equitable dis
tribution of aid for the traditional 
donor States. S. 965 ignores the many 
inequities that exist in the surface 
transportation programs. It bases the 
funding levels each State will receive 
in future years on the States' funding 
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levels between 1981 and 1987. As the 35 
signers of the letter have noted, if your 
State faired poorly under the current 
system, you will receive no relief under 
the Moynihan proposal. In not address
ing these problems, many of the donor 
States will again be bearing a highly 
unfair burden under the surface trans
portation programs. The donor States 
can no longer support the transpor
tation projects in other States. 

In 1956, when the Federal-aid high
ways were established, our funding 
needs differed. The funding formulas 
were based on factors such as land 
area, postal delivery miles, and popu
lation in an effort to build the high
ways where they were most needed. 
Today we have a vast network of Fed
eral highways, and we need to con
centrate on their maintenance. The 
funding formulas need to be based on 
factors which indicate the amount of 
use of the highways and the number of 
lane miles in each State. 

New growth States along the sunbelt 
region cannot depend on population as 
an accurate funding factor. Our popu
lation is increasing, and that increase 
is not accurately represented by the 
existing funding formulas. Between the 
years 1980 and 1990 North Carolina's 
population grew 12.7 percent. As a 
State grows, so too does -the need to 
provide more adequate transportation. 
Necessary transportation will be de
nied to new growth States if we are 
forced to live by the standards of the 
current surface transportation pro
grams. We need to address the changes 
that are occurring within the various 
States and various regions of the Unit
ed States to develop a more equitable 
surface transportation program. We 
cannot merely project our needs for the 
future by relying on outdated and obso
lete information. 

The Federal Aid Surface Transpor
tation Program establishes a National 
Highway and Bridge System which is 
comprised of the existing rural and 
urban interstate highways and an ap
propriate portion of the urban and 
rural principal arterial highways. The 
National Highway and Bridge System 
[NHBS] has an allocation system based 
on lane miles, vehicle miles of travel, 
and diesel fuel consumption to accu
rately show the amount of highway use 
in each State. This formula is a very 
equitable formula that reflects and 
awards States funding based on true 
needs. 

This bill also establishes an Urban 
and Rural Highway and Bridge Pro
gram [URHB] which encompasses the 
arterial and collector highways not in
cluded in the NHBS. The Urban and 
Rural Highway and Bridge Program 
funds are allocated to the States in 
proportion to their percentage of Fed
eral highway trust fund contribution. 
This formula ensures the equitable dis
tribution of funds. 

With the growing population and the 
increasing congestion, there is an in
creased need to improve mass transpor
tation. The Federal Aid Surface Trans
portation Program expands the defini
tion of public transit programs eligible 
for mass transit account discretionary 
support. 

Various studies show that the United 
States has a weakened infrastructure 
and that this weak transportation sys
tem is adversely impacting the com
petitiveness of our industries. For 
many reasons we cannot ignore our 
transportation infrastructure needs 
any longer. We need to examine the 
current system and make definite 
changes that will provide more equity 
in surface transportation programs. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
federal aid surface transportation leg
islation in order to provide more equi
table funding for all States and to meet 
our country's infrastructure needs. And 
I challenge all Members of this body to 
make every effort to ensure that the 
surface transportation programs we 
adopt for the future are fair and equi
table for all. 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I join my 
colleague Senator WARNER and other 
Members of the Senate in introducing 
the Federal Aid Surface Transpor
tation [FAST] Act of 1991. 

Floridians, as all Americans, consist
ently name the upkeep and mainte
nance of our transportation network as 
one of their primary concerns. Flor
ida's transportation officials must face 
these concerns by providing safe and 
efficient roads and highways for a 
State which grows by nearly 1,000 peo
ple a day. My State's transportation 
network has to grow quickly and effi
ciently to meet the needs of a popu
lation that has grown by one-third 
since 1980. 

What many Americans do not realize 
is the fact that it almost takes as long 
to drive from Key West to Pensacola as 
it does from Pensacola to Chicago. We 
not only have a fast growing State, but 
a very large State. Florida is the sec
ond largest State in terms of land area 
east of the Mississippi River. 

Florida has made efforts to meet its 
transportation needs. Just last year, 
the Florida legislature passed the larg
est ever comprehensive transportation 
package in the State's history. Florida 
ranks second among all States in State 
funding dedicated for transportation. 
Yet with our strong commitment, Flor
ida's road needs still outstrip available 
resources. 

Why is this so? The fundamental rea
son is that Florida gets back only a 
small fraction of the moneys it con
tributes to the Federal highway trust 
fund. A recent Florida DOT study re
ported that in 1990, Florida received 53 
cents for each dollar it contributed in 
Federal gas taxes. In other words, only 
2.6 percent of the total spent from the 
highway trust fund in 1990 went to 

Florida, while Florida's contributions 
equaled 4.9 percent of total contribu
tions. In 1991, Florida will not fare 
much better. It is estimated that Flor
ida's return will increase to only 61 
cents for each dollar contributed. 

In the coming months, Congress will 
vote to reauthorize the Surface Trans
portation Act. It is critical that there
authorization include Senator WAR
NER's bill, which I am cosponsoring 
today. 

Florida transportation officials have 
identified three major areas of concern 
for the reauthorization of the Surface 
Transportation Act. 

First, Florida needs a simplified, con
solidated, and comprehensive Federal 
transportation program which provides 
increased flexibiity to meet the States' 
diverse needs. 

Second, Florida needs the Federal 
Government to spend down the high
way trust fund to allow for increased 
transportation investment. 

Third, and most importantly, Florida 
needs to receive its fair share from con
tributions made to the highway trust 
fund. According to Florida DOT, Flor
ida has historically received less than 
its fair share. Since the inception of 
the highway trust fund in 1956, Florida 
has averaged only 80 cents back for 
each highway tax dollar contributed. 

Floridians would like to see at least 
a dollar return for each dollar contrib
uted to the highway trust fund. At the 
same time, my State acknowledges the 
fact that all States cannot receive 
more than a dollar for dollar return 
from the trust fund. Yet when Florida 
and other States do not receive even 
close to a fair return from Federal gas 
taxes, there needs to be a fundamental 
change in the distribution of Federal 
transportation dollars. 

Congress now has the ability to 
change the discrepancies of the high
way trust fund through the reauthor
ization of the Surface Transportation 
Act. The Senate has taken the first 
step in this process by the introduction 
of four bills, including the administra
tion's bill. 

Yet these bills would not address the 
flaws in the allocation of the highway 
trust fund. The FAST proposal will ad
dress this critical issue in an equitable 
fashion. FAST provides for a fairer for
mula, using the extensiveness of our 
highways, the intensity of use of our 
highways, and the amount of commer
cial use of our highways as the primary 
components to distribute Federal 
transportation dollars. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD at 
this point a fact sheet detailing the 
FAST formula and comparing it to 
other proposed formulas. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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FAST Is A FAIRER FORMULA 

The Administration's transportation bill 
would distribute funds through: 

70 percent based on fuel consumption; 
15 percent based on land area; and 
15 percent based on each State's share of 

total public road mileage. 
The Senate Environment and Public Works 

Committee's bill, S. 965, would distribute 
funds through: 

Using the average return for each State 
from the Highway Trust Fund from the last 
five years (1987-1991). Florida's five year av
erage is 75 cents. 

The FAST bill would distribute funds 
through a new formula: 

119 based on total statewide rural lane 
miles; 

1/9 based on total statewide rural vehicle 
miles of travel; 

219 based on total statewide urban lane 
miles; 

219 based on total statewide urban vehicle 
miles of travel; and 

319 based on statewide consumption of die
sel fuel. 

How Florida fares in 1992 under these three 
proposed formulas: 

Ad ministration-1992 ·············· 
Administration-1996 
S. 965-1992 ............. :::::::::::::: 
S. 965-1996 ........................... 
FAST-1992 
FAST-1996 : ....... 

I Cents per dollar. 

Percent of the 
total 

3.73 
4.14 
3.97 
4.01 
4.30 
4.77 

Rate of return Rank 

I 76 48 
184 48 
181 46 
182 50 
188 45 
197 36 

Mr. MACK. Under the FAST legisla
tion, Florida's rate of return for each 
dollar it has contributed would in
crease to 88 cents in 1992, and to 97 
cents in 1996. This rate of increase 
closely matched the rate of increase 
for all donor States under our FAST 
proposal. 

Congress cannot legislate the status 
quo this time. We have the opportunity 
to correct the deficiencies of the cur
rent system. Any reauthorizing legisla
tion passed by the Senate must not pe
nalize growth States. In short, 53 cents 
in 1990, or 61 cents in 1991, will not 
cover today's or tomorrow's transpor
tation growth. 

Floridians are not asking for more 
than what they have contributed to the 
highway trust fund. What Floridians 
are asking for is a transportation bill 
which is fair. Increased flexibility on 
the State level, spending down of the 
trust fund balances, and Federal assur
ances that States receive assistance 
based on their contributions in Federal 
gas taxes are issues of national impor
tance. The bill which I am cosponsor
ing today meets these criteria, and I 
urge my colleagues to join me as a co
sponsor of this legislation to ensure all 
50 States receive their fair share of 
transportation funds. 

I conclude, Mr. President, by restat
ing a couple of points. Again, it is al
most as far from Key West, FL, to Pen
sacola, FL, as it is from Pensacola to 
Chicago. 

There is a tendency to think of Flor
ida as a fast-growing State. That is 
quite accurate based on the informa-

tion that I mentioned earlier, with 
1,000 people a day moving into our 
State. But most people ignore the fact 
that we are a very large State, a very 
long State, a State that relies a great 
deal on the highway trust fund. 

Again, I urge my colleagues to co
sponsor this legislation. 

By Mr. BRYAN: 
S.J. Res. 148. Joint resolution des

ignating October 8, 1991, as "National 
Firefighters Day"; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

NATIONAL FIREFIGHTERS DAY 
Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I am in

troducing an important measure to 
honor America's firefighters. The bill 
will set aside October 8, 1991, as Na
tional Firefighters Day. 

Firefighters are some of the bravest 
and most dedicated men and women in 
the country. Unfortunately, their work 
often goes unrecognized. 

One million men and women work in 
more than 32,000 fire departments 
across the Nation to safeguard the 
American public from the ravages of 
fire. Frequently they do it for no other 
reason than public service, as fully 85 
percent of them are volunteers. 

These men and women place their 
lives on the line every day to improve 
public safety, and that does not always 
mean putting out fires. Surprisingly, 
the number of calls answered by a fire 
department for emergencies other than 
fires usually exceeds the number of 
calls for fires. Firefighters are trained 
and prepared to perform a variety of 
services such as emergency medical 
services [EMS], flammable liquid 
cleanup, rescue work and assistance in 
connection with accidents and natural 
disasters. These men and women are 
many times the first responders to nat
ural disasters, airplane crashes, and 
medical emergencies. 

Unfortunately, firefighting is an ex
tremely risky profession. Each year, 
more than 120 of these . brave men and 
women fall in the line of duty. 

October 8 will mark the 120th anni
versary of the Great Chicago Fire of 
1871. It is appropriate to take time that 
day to recognize the irreplaceable serv
ices performed by firefighters. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
honoring these fine men and women. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 9 

At the request of Mr. D'AMATO, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 9, 
a bill to amend the foreign aid policy 
of the United States toward countries 
in transition from communism to de
mocracy. 

s. 39 

At the request of Mr. ROTH, the 
names of the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. JEFFORDS] and the Senator from 
Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 39, a bill to amend the 

National Wildlife Refuge Administra
tion Act. 

s. 81 

At the request of Mr. LOTT, the name 
of the Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. SMITH] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 81, a bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to eliminate the 
earnings test for individuals who have 
attained retirement age. 

s. 127 

At the request of Mr. CRANSTON, the 
name of the Senator from West Vir
ginia [Mr. ROCKEFELLER] was added as 
a cosponsor of S. 127, a bill to increase 
the rates of compensation for veterans 
with service-connected disabilities and 
the rates of dependency and indemnity 
compensation for the survivors of cer
tain disabled veterans; to amend title 
38, United States Code, to improve vet
erams' compensation, health care, edu
cation, housing, and insurance pro
grams; and for other purposes. 

s. 167 

At the request of Mr. RIEGLE, the 
names of the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
GLENN], the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
ROBB], the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
WARNER], and the Senator from Utah 
[Mr. GARN] were added as cosponsors of 
S. 167, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to permanently 
extend qualified mortgage bonds. 

s. 202 

At the request of Mr. CocHRAN, the 
name of the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
LUGAR]. was added as a cosponsor of S. 
202, a bill to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 to exempt from 
such act certain individuals involved in 
model garment programs and for other 
purposes; 

s. 246 

At the request of Mr. LOTT, the name 
of the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
SIMPSON] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 246, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide that 
certain deductions of members of the 
National Guard or reserve units of the 
Armed Forces will be allowable in com
puting adjusted gross income. 

s. 279 

At the request of Mr. BRYAN, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. JEFFORDS], was added as a cospon
sor of S. 279, a bill to amend the Motor 
Vehicle Information and Cost Savings 
Act to require new standards for cor
porate average fuel economy, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 280 

At the request of Mr. DOLE, the 
names of the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. BROWN], the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. BURDICK], and the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. HOLLINGS] 
were added as cosponsors of S. 280, a 
bill to provide for the inclusion of for
eign deposits in the deposit insurance 
assessment base to permit inclusion of 
non-deposit liabilities in the deposit 
insurance assessment base, to require 
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the FDIC to implement a risk-based de
posit insurance premium structure, to 
establish guidelines for early regu
latory intervention in the financial de
cline of banks and to permit regula tory 
restrictions on brokered deposits. 

s. 416 

At the request of Mr. DANFORTH, the 
names of the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. SIMPSON], the Senator from Wash
ington [Mr. GoRTON], the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN], the Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], and the Sen
ator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 416, a bill to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to make permanent the tax credit 
for increasing research activiti.es. 

s. 501 

At the request of Mr. KOHL, the name 
of the Senator from Maryland [Ms. MI
KULSKI] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
501, a bill to establish a data collection, 
information dissemination, and stu
dent counseling and assistance net
work and for other purposes. 

s. 533 

At the request of Mr. GLENN, the 
names of the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. RIEGLE], the Senator from Arkan
sas [Mr. BUMPERS], and the Senator 
from Washington [Mr. GORTON] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 533, a bill to 
establish the Department of the Envi
ronment, provide for a Bureau of Envi
ronmental Statistics and a Presi
dential Commission on Improving En
vironmental Protection, and for other 
purposes. 

s. 567 

At the request of Mr. SANFORD, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
FOWLER] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
567, a bill to amend title II of the So
cial Security Act to provide for a grad
ual period of transition (under a new 
alternative formula with respect to 
such transition) to the changes in ben
efit computation rules enacted in the 
Social Security Amendments of 1977 as 
such changes apply to workers born in 
years after 1916 and before 1927 (and re
lated beneficiaries) and to provide for 
increases in such workers' benefits ac
cordingly and for other purposes. 

s. 597 

At the request of Mr. DoDD, the name 
of the Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. KERRY] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 597, a bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to establish and ex
pand grant programs for evaluation 
and treatment of parents who are abus
ers and children of substance abusers, 
and for other purposes. 

s. 651 

At the request of Mr. GARN, the 
names of the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. BOREN], and the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. SASSER] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 651, a bill to improve 
the administration of the Federal De
posit Insurance Corporation, and to 
make technical amendments to the 

Federal Deposit Insurance Act, the 
Federal Home Loan Bank Act, and the 
National Bank Act. 

S.698 

At the request of Mr. CRAIG, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. BROWN] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 698, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide for 50-
percent exclusion of long-term capital 
gains, and for other purposes. 

s. 720 

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu
setts [Mr. KERRY] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 720, a bill to provide fi
nancial assistance to eligible local edu
cational agencies to improve urban 
education, and for other purposes. 

s. 799 

At the request of Mr. NICKLES, the 
name of the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
LUGAR] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
799, a bill to amend the Davis-Bacon 
and the Service Contract Act of 1965 to 
exempt frorri such acts tenants of feder
ally-related housing who participate in 
the construction, alteration, or repair 
of their residences, and for other pur
poses. 

s. 838 

At the request of Mr. DODD, the name 
of the Senator from Vermont [Mr. JEF
FORDS] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
838, a bill to amend the Child Abuse 
Prevention and Treatment Act to re
vise and extend programs under such 
act, and for other purpo.ses. 

s. 840 

At the request of Mr. DURENBERGER, 
the names of the Senator from Alaska 
[Mr. STEVENS] and the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. CONRAD] were added 
as cosponsors of S. 840, a bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
provide a simplified method for com
puting the deductions allowable to 
home day care providers for the busi
ness use of their homes. 

s. 890 

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. KASTEN] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 890, a bill to reauthori'Ze the Star 
Schools Program Assistance Act, and 
for other purposes. 

s. 929 

At the request of Mr. WALLOP, the 
names of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
STEVENS], and the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. HELMS] were added as co
sponsors of S. 929, a bill to authorize 
the Secretary of the Interior and the 
Secretary of Agriculture to undertake 
interpretive and other programs on 
public lands and lands withdrawn from 
the public domain under their jurisdic
tion, and for other purposes. 

s. 935 

At the request of Mr. KOHL, the name 
of the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
DECONCINI] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 935, a bill to amend title 11, United 

States Code, to provide that certain 
liens under a marital property settle
ment may not be exempted. 

S.990 

At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the 
names of the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. COATS], and the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. FOWLER] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 990, a bill to authorize 
appropriations for railroad relocation 
and a demonstration program. 

s. 1040 

At the request of Mr. GLENN, the 
name of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
AKAKA] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1040, a bill to provide a Government
wide comprehensive energy manage
ment plan for Federal agencies. 

s. 1067 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the names of the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. SIMON], and the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. ADAMS] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1067, a bill to amend 
the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 
1964 to provide for grants and loans to 
private nonprofit corporations and as
sociations to be used to pay operating 
expenses related to new and existing 
mass transportation services for elder
ly and handicapped persons. 

s. 1084 

At the request of Mr. MITCHELL, the 
name of the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
GRAHAM] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1084, a bill to deny the People's Repub
lic of China nondiscriminatory (most 
favored nation) trade treatment. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 21 

At the request of Mr. SASSER, the 
name of the Senator from West Vir
ginia [Mr. ROCKEFELLER] was added as 
a cosponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 
21, a joint resolution expressing the 
sense of the Congress that the Depart
ment of Commerce should utilize the 
statistical correction methodology to 
achieve a fair and accurate 1990 census. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 96 

At the request of Mr. RIEGLE, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
NUNN] was added as a cosponsor of Sen
ate Joint Resolution 96, a joint resolu
tion to designate November 19, 1991, as 
"National Philanthropy Day." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 100 

At .the request of Mr. KoHL, the 
names of the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. JOHNSTON], The Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. GRASSLEY], the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. BIDEN]. the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. BREAUX], and the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER] 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Joint Resolution 100, a joint resolution 
designating January 5, 1992, through 
January 11, 1992, as "National Law En
forcement Training Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 115 

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. LAUTENBERG] was added as a co
sponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 115, 



May 21, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 11773 
a joint resolution to designate the 
week of June 10, 1991, through June 16, 
1991, as "Pediatric AIDS Awareness 
Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 121 
At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, the 

name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. KOHL] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 121, a joint 
resolution designating September 12, 
1991, as "National D.A.R.E. Day." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 130 
At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 

the name of the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. MACK] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 130, a joint 
resolution to designate the second 
week in June as "National 
Scleroderma Awareness Week.'' 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 144 
At the request of Mr. D'AMATO, the 

names of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
BRYAN], the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. SASSER], the Senator from Maine 
[Mr. MITCHELL], and the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. DIXON] were added as co
sponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
144, a joint resolution to designate May 
27, 1991, as "National Hero Remem
brance Day.'' 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 145 
At the request of Mr. CRANSTON, the 

names of the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. BUMPERS], and the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. MACK] were added as co
sponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
145, a joint resolution designating the 
week beginning November 10, 1991, as 
"National Women Veterans Recogni
tion Week." 

SENATE RESOLUTION 82 
At the request of Mr. SMITH, the 

name of the Senator from Washington 
[Mr. GORTON] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Resolution 82, a resolution to 
establish a Select Committee on POW/ 
MIA Affairs. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 115 
At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM, 

the names of the Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. HARKIN], and the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Resolu
tion 115, a resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate regarding the emer
gency humanitarian and political situ
a~ion in Somalia. 

AMENDMENT NO. 246 
At the request of Mr. DODD, the 

names of the Senator from West Vir
ginia [Mr. BYRD], the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. LEAHY], the Senator 
from Arizona [Mr. DECONCINI], the Sen
ator from Colorado [Mr. WIRTH], the 
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
LIEBERMAN], the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. GLENN], the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. ROCKEFELLER], the Sen
ator from Virginia [Mr. ROBB], the Sen
ator from Washington [Mr. ADAMS], the 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], the 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. BRYAN], the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
KERRY], the Senator from Michigan 
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[Mr. LEVIN], the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. BINGAMAN], the Senator 
from Kansas [Mrs. KASSEBAUM], the 
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. SAN
FORD], and the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. WELLSTONE] were added as cospon
sors of amendment No. 246 proposed to 
S. 3, a bill to amend the Federal Elec
tion Campaign Act of 1971 to provide 
for a voluntary system of spending lim
its for Senate election campaigns, and 
for other purposes. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU
TION 40---RELATIVE TO HALTING 
DISTRIBUTION OF A CERTAIN 
NEO-NAZI COMPUTER GAME 
Mr. D'AMATO submitted the follow

ing concurrent resolution; which was 
referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations: 

S. CON. RES. 40 
Whereas neo-Nazi video games have 

emerged in the Federal Republic of Germany 
and the Republic of Austria, targeting Jew
ish people and Turks as the objects of ha
tred; 

Whereas the game "KZ Manager" puts the 
player in the role of a Nazi concentration 
camp manager earning points for gassing 
prisoners and selling gold fillings; 

Whereas this game features graphics of 
Hitler, swastikas and tortured prisoners; 

Whereas another game titled "Aryan 
Test," designates Auschwitz, Treblinka, and 
Maidanek as "glorious" places in the history 
of the German empire; 

Whereas the scope of anti-Semitism and 
neo-Nazi activities throughout the globe has 
reached repulsive proportions; 

Whereas the production, possession, and 
distribution of anti-Semitic material is pro
hibited and punishable under German and 
Austrian criminal law; 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense 
of the Congress that this degree of anti-Sem
itism and hatred is so profound that the Fed
eral Republic of Germany and the Republic 
of Austria should take all applicable steps to 
halt the distribution of "KZ Manager," 
"Aryan Test" and other similar video games 
and prosecute anyone found in possession of 
these materials to the full extent of the law. 

• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce a resolution ex
pressing the sense of the Congress that 
the Federal Republic of Germany and 
the Republic of Austria should act to 
halt the distribution of a new form of 
neo-Nazi propaganda. I am referring to 
neo-Nazi computer games targeting 
Jewish people and Turks as the objects 
of a vile, sick, and repulsive hatred. 

One game, "KZ Manager," puts the 
player in the role of a Nazi concentra
tion camp manager earning points for 
gassing prisoners and selling gold fill
ings. Another game, "Aryan Test," 
designates Auschwitz, Treblinka, and 
Maidanek as "gloriousf' places in the 
history of the German empire. 

This issue was brought to my atten
tion by Rabbi Marvi Hier of the Simon 
Wiesenthal. Center. We are all in his 
and the center's debt for exposing how 
widespread the distribution of these 

games has become, and for reminding 
us of the need for eternal vigilance 
against anti-Semitism and racial ha
tred. 

Both the Austrian and German Gov
ernments publicly acknowledge that 
the production, possession, and dis
tribution of such material is clearly 
prohibited and punishable under their 
criminal laws. This resolution simply 
takes the only possible moral position 
on this issue, namely, that those laws 
must be enforced to the fullest. 

I ask unanimous consent that letters 
I have written to Chancellor Kohl and 
the German Ambassador and to Kurt 
Waldheim and the Austrian Ambas
sador urging that they keep their word, 
and enforce their anti-Nazi laws, be 
printed in full immediately following 
the conclusion of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the letters 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, May 8, 1991. 

Bundeskanzler Dr. HELMUT KOHL, 
Adenaueralle 139-141, 
Federal Republic of Germany. 

DEAR DR. KOHL: I am writing to urge that 
action be taken under the German Criminal 
Code or other applicable law against the dis
tribution of neo-Nazi video games circulat
ing in Germany. Some of these games target 
Jewish people as the objects of hatred. Oth
ers substitute Turks. The manufacturers of 
these hateful products should be sent to jail. 

The Simon Wiesenthal Center, which has 
brought this matter to my attention, in
forms me that one such game ("KZ Man
ager") puts the player in the role of a Nazi 
concentration camp manager earning points 
for gassing prisoners. Another ("Aryan 
Test") opens with an address to "German 
Youth, the only decent youth which must be 
protected from the decay in morals which is 
caused by the Jews." Based on the points 
earned, the player is assigned a rank, rang
ing from Aryan to Jew. The Jew receives the 
gas. 

In Germany, incitement to racial hatred 
through publications, audio or video record
ings, or media broadcasts is prohibited by 
section 131 of the Criminal Code. 

Section 131 provides that: 
"(1) Whoever: 
1. distributes; 
2. publicly displays, posts up, presents or 

otherwise makes accessible; 
3. offers to a person under eighteen years 

of age, lets him have or makes available to 
him; or 

4. produces, obtains, supplies, keeps in sup
ply, offers, announces, commends, under
takes to import into the area of applicability 
of this Code, or to export from it, in order to 
use them or parts of them within the mean
ing of numbers one through three, or to en
able someone else to so use them, 
any writings which incite to racial hatred or 
which depict cruel or otherwise inhumane 
acts of violence against persons in such a 
manner as to glorify or deny the wrongful
ness of such acts of violence, or which rep
resent the cruel or inhumane aspects of the 
subject matter in a manner violative of 
human dignity, shall be. punished by impris
onment for up to one year or by fine." 

The word "writing" is defined at section 
11(3) to include "sonic and pictorial record-
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ings, as well as illustrq.tions and other rep
resentations." 

Hate-filled neo-Nazi propaganda cannot be 
tolerated. I therefore urge you to bring the 
full weight of your office to bear in enforcing 
Germany's anti-Nazi laws to the fullest ex
tent possible to eliminate all incitements to 
racial hatred in whatever form they take. 

Sincerely. 
ALFONSE M. D'AMATO, 

U.S. Senator. 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, May 7, 1991. 

President KURT W ALDHEIM, 
Bundeskanzleramt, Praesidentscha[tskanzlei, 

Vienna, Austria. 
DEAR PRESDIENT WALDHEIM: I am writing 

to urge that action be taken under the Aus
trian Criminal Code or other applicable law 
against the distribution of neo-Nazi video 
games circulating in Austria. Some of these 
games target Jewish people as the objects of 
hatred. Others substitute Turks. 

The Simon Wiesenthal Center, which has 
brought this matter to my attention, in
forms me that one such game ("KZ Man
ager") puts the player in the role of a Nazi 
concentration camp manager earning points 
for gassing prisoners. Another ("Aryan 
Test") opens with an address to "German 
Youth, the only decent youth which must be 
protected from the decay in morals which is 
caused by the Jews." Based on the points 
earned, the player is assigned a rank, rang
ing from Aryan to Jew. The Jew receives the 
gas. 

I understand that the Austrian Criminal 
Code No. 60/1974, as amended, prohibits in
citement to racial hatred in section 283. The 
offense is committed by anyone who publicly 
solicits or incites the commission of hostile 
acts against churches or religious groups or 
against groups of persons who are associated 
with a church or religious group, or a par
ticular race, ethnic group or state. The of
fense is also committed by anyone who pub
licly fosters hatred against such groups of 
persons or insults or deprecates them in a 
manner that violates human dignity. 

The spread of hate-filled neo-Nazi propa
ganda cannot be tolerated. I therefore urge 
you to bring the full weight of your office to 
bear in enforcing Austria's anti-Nazi laws to 
the fullest extent possible to eliminate all 
incitements to racial hatred in whatever 
form they take. 

Sincerely, 
ALFONSE M. D'AMATO, 

U.S. Senator.• 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU
TION 41-RELATIVE TO THE OC
CUPATION OF TIBET 
Mr. PELL (for himself, Mr. MoY

NIHAN, Mr. HELMS, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. D'AMATO, 
Mr. SARBANES, Mr. WALLOP, Mr. DIXON, 
Mr. ROBB, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. BRADLEY, 
and Mr. HATFIELD) submitted the fol
lowing concurrent resolution; which 
was referred to the Committee on For
eign Relations: 

S. CON. RES. 41 
Whereas Tibet has maintained throughout 

its history a distinctive national, cultural, 
and religious identity separate from that of 
China; 

Whereas Chinese archival documents and 
traditional dynastic histories, including 
those pertaining to periods of Manchu and 

Mongol rule, never refer to Tibet being made 
"an integral part" of China; 

Whereas several countries, including Mon
golia, Bhutan, Nepal, British India, and Czar
ist Russia recognized Tibet as an independ
ent nation or dealt with Tibet independently 
of any Chinese government; 

Whereas in 1949-50, China launched an 
armed invasion of Tibet in contravention of 
international law; 

Whereas at the time of the Chinese occupa
tion, Tibet possessed all the attributes of 
statehood under international law including 
a defined territory and population, an inde
pendent government, and the ability to con
duct domestic affairs and independent inter
national relations, as found in 1960 by the 
International Commission of Jurists; 

Whereas it is the policy of the United 
States to oppose aggression and other illegal 
uses of force by one country against the sov
ereignty of another as a manner of acquiring 
territory, and to condemn violations of 
international law, including the illegal occu
pation of one country by another; 

Whereas in the 1950's and 1960's, the United 
States repeatedly condemned what it charac
terized as China's aggression against Tibet 
and actively supported the United Nations in 
both condemning China and calling for Ti
bet's right to self-determination in General 
Assembly Resolutions 1353 (1959), 1723 (1961), 
and 2079 (1965); 

Whereas on December 16, 1961, at the Unit
ed Nations, United States Ambassador 
Plimpton summarized the official United 
States' position on Tibet, stating: "The 
United States believes that our objectives 
must include the restoration of human 
rights of the Tibetan people and their natu
ral right of self-determination"; 

Whereas China's illegal occupation of 
Tibet continues to this day; 

Whereas the United States should not con
done aggression by accepting China's claim 
to sovereignty over Tibet; Now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense 
of the Congress that Tibet, including those 
areas incorporated into the Chinese prov
inces of Sichuan, Yunnan, Gansu, and 
Quinghai, is an occupied country under the 
established principles of international law 
whose true representatives are the Dalai 
Lama and the Tibetan government in exile 
as recognized by the Tibetan people. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, on April18, 
the Congress welcomed His Holiness 
the 14th Dalai Lama of Tibet in a man
ner befitting his role as religious and 
temporal leader of the Tibetan people. 
In the rotunda of the Capitol, Members 
of Congress and friends of Tibet paid 
tribute to this man of peace and to his 
40-year effort to free his countrymen 
from an oppressive Chinese rule intent 
on military occupation, economic 
domination, and cultural genocide. 

Mr. President, today I am introduc
ing with Senators MOYNIHAN, HELMS, 
KENNEDY, SARBANES, D'AMATO, CRAN
STON, AKAKA, WALLOP, DIXON, JEF
FORDS, ROBB, HATFIELD, and BRADLEY a 
resolution expressing the sense of the 
Congress that Tibet is an occupied 
country under established principles of 
international law. This is not merely a 
measure of justice for the long suffer
ing Tibetans, it is also a legal deter
mination, and an historical fact. 

A report issued by the International 
Commission on Jurists in 1960 found 
that Tibet demonstrated the conditions 
of statehood as accepted under inter
national law. In the 1950's and 1960's, 
the United States repeatedly con
demned what it characterized as Chi
na's aggression against Tibet and ac
tively supported the United Nations in 
both condemning China and calling for 
Tibet's right to self-determination in 
General Assembly Resolutions 1353 
(1959), 1723 (1961), and 2079 (1965). The 
United States Ambassador to the Unit
ed Nations in 1961, Ambassador 
Plimpton, summarized the official 
United States position on Tibet, say
ing: "The United States believes that 
our objective must include the restora
tion of human rights of the Tibetan 
people and their natural right of self 
determination." 

Mr. President, May 23 is the anniver
sary of the signing of the 1951 surrender 
document, the "Agreement on Meas
ures for the Peaceful Liberation of 
Tibet"-a document signed under du
ress and made official by the Com
munist Chinese with a forged Tibetan 
Government seal. The Chinese Com
munist party will mark this day with 
the erection of a 230-foot high monu
ment in Lhasa, Tibet's capital city, 
and with what many expect to be the 
largest display of force since the Red 
Army invasion. 

Let the American Congress mark this 
day by setting the record straight. In 
the words of the Republican leader, 
Senator DOLE, as spoken on the occa
sion of the Dalai Lama's visit to the 
Congress, "as the Tibetan people and 
His Holiness the Dalai Lama go for
ward on their journey toward freedom, 
the government of the Peoples Repub
lic of China should know that the Con
gress and the people of the United 
States stand with them and are united 
on the goals of freedom and human 
rights in Tibet." 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a letter signed by myself and 
Mr. MOYNIHAN be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMiTTEE ON FOREIGN RELATlONS, 

Washington, DC, May 7, 1991. 
DEAR COLLEAGUE: On May 23rd the Chinese 

Communist party will celebrate 40 years of 
rule over Tibet. The Chinese will commemo
rate this event with the erection of a 230-foot 
high monument in Lhasa, and what many ex
pect to be the largest display of force since 
the invasion. 

May 23rd is the anniversary of the signing 
of the 1951 surrender document, the so-called 
Agreement on Measures for the Peaceful Lib
eration of Tibet. The Dalai Lama and his 
government repudiated the document when 
they fled into exile, saying that it had been 
signed under duress and the official saying 
that it had been signed under duress and the 
official Tibetan government seal was forged 
by the Communist Chinese. 
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This week we will introduce a resolution 

expressing the sense of Congress that Tibet 
is an occupied country under established 
principles of international law whose true 
representatives are the Dalai Lama and the 
Tibetan government in exile (attached). 

If you would like to join us as original co
sponsors please call Mary Beth Markey at 4-
5220. 

Sincerely, 
CLAIBORNE PELL. 
DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 129-REL-
ATIVE TO THE RECENT PAR
LIAMENTARY ELECTIONS IN AL
BANIA 

Mr. PELL (for himself and Mr. DOLE) 
submitted the following resolution; 
which was referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations: 

S. RES. 129 
Whereas on March 31, 1991 Albania con

ducted its first open, multiparty parliamen
tary elections since the 1920's; 

Whereas a fair election is a process, not a 
single event, which includes the formulation 
of rules governing the election, the conduct 
of the campaign prior to the actual voting 
and finally, the voting, tabulation and re
lease of results. 

Whereas the Document of the June 1990 
Meeting of the Conference on the Human Di
mension of the Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) states that 
participating States will "ensure that law 
and public policy work to permit political 
campaigning to be conducted in a fair and 
free atmosphere in which neither adminis
trative action, violence or intimidation bars 
the parties and the candidates from freely 
presenting their views and qualifications, or 
prevents the voters from learning and dis
cussing them or from casting their vote free 
of fear of retribution"; 

Whereas although the election itself ap
peared to have been conducted properly with 
few reports of fraud, some irregularities were 
noted such as disparities in the number of 
registered voters per precinct; and there 
were credible reports that during the cam
paign preceding the election some intimida
tion of voters and harassment of opposition 
party activities occurred; 

Whereas the monopoly over election rule
making enjoyed by the Communist Party of 
Labor, in addition to its greater access to 
government-supplied resources such as 
transportation, office space and printed ma
terial, contributed to the Party of Labor's 
ability to win over two-thirds of the seats in 
the new 250-member parliament; 

Whereas, the opposition did well in the 
cities, defeating many leading Party of 
Labor candidates such as President Alia, and 
Foreign Minister Kapllani; 

Whereas the Party of Labor won decisively 
in rural areas very likely because rural vot
ers had little contact with international ob
servers, had limited access to media cov
erage of the campaign, feared the effects of 
agricultural decollectivization, and were 
conditioned by decades of repression to vote 
for communist candidates; 

Whereas on April 2, when the election re
sults were announced, peaceful opposition 
demonstrations occurred in the capital city 
of Tirana as well as in other cities; 

Whereas during one of these demonstra
tions, which the government sought to sup
press, in the northern city of Shkoder, four 

unarmed opposition members, including 
Arben Broci, a leader of the Democratic 
Party of Albania were killed, reportedly by 
Albanian security forces; 

Whereas the Albanian people are in dire 
need of medical and other humanitarian as
sistance: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate, That--
(1) the Senate condemns the use of violence 

to break up peaceful demonstrations and 
calls on the government of Albania promptly 
to complete a full and objective investiga
tion of the April 2 killings in Shkoder, as re
quested by the Democratic Party of Albania 
and to deal appropriately with those found 
responsible; 

(2) the Senate regrets that the organiza
tion and conduct of the campaign preceding 
the March 31 election did not permit opposi
tion political parties to compete fairly with 
the governing Party of Labor; 

(3) the Senate commends the President for 
his decision to re-establish full diplomatic 
relations with Albania and urges him to uti
lize this new relationship (a) to encourage a 
dialogue between the government and the 
opposition regarding the ,future of the coun
try and (b) to urge the government to honor 
its expressed commitments to make political 
and market-oriented economic reforms and 
to meet European political and human rights 
standards; 

(4) the Administration should support Al
bania's application for CSCE membership, 
provided that Albania unequivocally accepts 
all of the obligations of the Helsinki Final 
Act of 1975 and subscribes to the objectives 
set forth in the Document of the June 1990 
Meeting of the Conference on the Human Di
mension of the CSCE; 

(5) if Albania becomes a CSCE member, the 
United States should use the CSCE forum to 
monitor and encourage Albania's compliance 
with its CSCE obligations; 

(6) the United States should be as respon
sive as possible to Albania's genuine humani
tarian needs, which should be addressed 
through private voluntary organizations; 

(7) other economic assistance and eco
nomic relations should be directly related to 
Albania's progress in making political and 
economic reforms and in improving its 
human rights performance; 

(8) the Administration should encourage 
and support programs of the National Demo
cratic and Republican Institutes to assist in 
Albania's democratic development; and 

(9) the Voice of America and/or Radio Free 
Europe should expand Albanian language 
broadcasting to Albania, and the United 
States Information Agency should establish 
a strong information program at the new 
Embassy in Tirana. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 130--AU-
THORIZING USE OF THE HART 
BUILDING ATRIUM 

Mr. BURDICK submitted the follow
ing resolution; which was considered 
and agreed to: 

S. RES. 130 
Resolved, That the atrium of the Senate 

Hart Office Building may be used from 12 
noon until 1 p.m. on one day during the 
spring and one day during the winter of each 
session of the 102d Congress, for a concert of 
American music to be presented by the Con
gressional Chorus. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 131-REL-
ATIVE TO THE ASSASSINATION 
OF RAJIV GANDHI, FORMER 
PRIME MINISTER OF INDIA 

Mr. MITCHELL (for himself, Mr. 
DOLE, Mr. PELL, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. 
HATFIELD, Mr. ADAMS, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. 
BAUCUS, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mr. BOND, Mr. BOREN, Mr. 
BRADLEY, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. BROWN, Mr. 
BRYAN, Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. BURDICK, Mr. 
BURNS, Mr. BYRD, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. 
COATS, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. COHEN, Mr. 
CONRAD, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. 
D'AMATO, Mr. DANFORTH, Mr. DASCHLE, 
Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. DIXON, Mr. DODD, 
Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. 
EXON, Mr. FORD, Mr. FOWLER, Mr. 
GARN, Mr. GLENN, Mr. GORE, Mr. GOR
TON, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. HATCH, Mr. 
HEFLIN, Mr. HELMS, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. JOHNSTON, 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. KASTEN, Mr. KEN
NEDY, Mr. KERREY, Mr. KERRY, Mr. 
KOHL, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. LOTT, Mr. 
LUGAR, Mr. MACK, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. 
MCCONNELL, Mr. METZENBAUM, Ms. MI
KULSKI, Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. NICKLES, 
Mr. NUNN, Mr. PACKWOOD, Mr. PRES
SLER, Mr. PRYOR, Mr. REID, Mr. RIEGLE, 
Mr. ROBE, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. ROTH, 
Mr. RUDMAN, Mr. SANFORD, Mr. SAR
BANES, Mr. SASSER, Mr. SEYMOUR, Mr. 
SHELBY, Mr. SIMON, Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. 
SMITH, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. 
SYMMS, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. WALLOP, 
Mr. WARNER, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. 
WIRTH, and Mr. WOFFORD submitted the 
following resolution; which was consid
ered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 131 
Whereas Rajiv Gandhi courageously served 

his nation as Prime Minister and as leader of 
the opposition; 

Whereas Rajiv Gandhi embodied the post
independence generation of Indian leadership 
committed to economic liberalization, to in
dividual rights, and to Indian leadership on 
behalf of democracy and development in Asia 
and the Third World; 

Whereas Rajiv Gandhi has made an impor
tant contribution to better relations be
tween the world's most populous democracy 
and the United States; 

Whereas Rajiv Gandhi has been murdered 
in the middle of an election campaign in a 
cowardly attack that is intended as an as
sault on Indian democracy itself: Now, there
fore be it, 

Resolved, That the Senate of the United 
States-

condemns the cowardly murder of former 
Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi and others in 
the bomb explosion of May 21, 1991; 

expresses its profound regret over the 
deaths of Rajiv Gandhi and other victims of 
election violence in India; 

offers its deepest condolences to Rajiv 
Gandhi's widow Sonia, to his children 
Priyanka and Rahul, and to the people of 
India; and 

stands in solidarity with the people of 
India in their effort to sustain the most suc
cessful democratic tradition in the develop
ing world. 
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AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

SENATE ELECTION ETHICS ACT 

STEVENS AMENDMENT NO. 248 
Mr. STEVENS proposed an amend

ment to amendment No. 246 proposed 
by Mr. DODD to the bill (S. 3) to amend 
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 
1971 to provide for a voluntary system 
of spending limits for Senate election 
campaigns, and for other purposes, as 
follows: 

On page 2, line 23, strike "January 1, 1992." 
and insert "the date on which the rate of pay 
of Members of the Senate becomes equal to 
the rate of pay of Members of the House of 
Representatives." 

MOYNIHAN (AND GARN) 
AMENDMENT NO. 249 

Mr. MOYNIHAN (for himself and Mr. 
GARN) proposed an amendment to 
amendment No. 242 proposed by Mr. 
BOREN to the bill S. 3, supra, as follows: 

On page 101, between lines 4 and 5, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 405. UNIFORM LIMITATIONS FOR EARNED 

AND UNEARNED INCOME. 
(a) SUBSTANTIVE AMENDMENTS.-Section 501 

of the Ethics in Government Act of 1978 (5 
u.s.a. App.) is amended-

(1) in section 501(a)(1) by inserting "or un
earned" after "earned"; and 

(2) in section 501(a)(2) by inserting "or un
earned" after "earned". 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.-The heading 
for title V of the Government Ethics Act of 
1978 (5 u.s.a. App.) is amended by striking 
''EARNED''. 

(2) The heading for section 501 of the Gov
ernment Ethics Act of 1978 (5 u.s.a. App.) is 
amended by striking "EARNED". 

(3) The heading for section 501(a) of the 
Government Ethics Act of 1978 (5 u.s.a. 
App.) is amended by striking "EARNED". 

BENTSEN (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 250 

Mr. BENTSEN (for himself, Mr. 
BOREN, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. LEAHY, and 
Mr. WIRTH) proposed an amendment to 
amendment No. 242 proposed by Mr. 
BOREN to the bill S. 3, supra, as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the amend
ment, insert the foll0wing: 
SEC. • CONTRIDUTIONS BY FOREIGN NATION

ALS. 
Section 319 of FECA (2 u.s.a. 441e) is 

amended-
(1) in subsection (a) by inserting after "for

eign national" the first place it appears the 
following: ", including any separate seg
regated fund or nonparty multicandidate po
litical committee of a foreign national,"; 

(2) in subsection (b)(1) by inserting before 
the semicolon at the end the following: ", 
but shall include any partnership, associa
tion, corporation, or subsidiary corporation 
organized under or created by the laws of the 
United States, a State, or any other place 
subject to the jurisdiction of the United 
States if more than 50 percent of the entity 
is owned or controlled by a foreign prin
cipal". 

BREAUX (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 251 

Mr. BREAUX (for himself, Mr. DOLE, 
and Mr. McCONNELL) proposed an 
amendment to amendment No. 250 pro
posed by Mr. BENTSEN (and others) to 
amendment No. 242 proposed by Mr. 
BOREN to the bill S. 3, surpa, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in
serted, insert the following: 

SEC. • PROHIBITION OF CERTAIN ELECTION-RE· 
LATED ACTIVITIES OF FOREIGN 
NATIONALS. 

(a) FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS.-The Con
gress finds and declares that---

(1) the electoral process of the United 
States should be open to all American citi
zens; 

(2) foreign nationals should have po role in 
the American electoral process; 

(3) Congress does not intend and has never 
intended to permit foreign nationals to par
ticipate, directly or indirectly, in the deci
sionmaking of political committees estab- · 
lished pursuant to the Federal Election Cam
paign Act of 1971; 

(4) it is the intent of Congress to prohibit 
any participation whatsoever by any foreign 
national in the activities of any political 
committee; and 

(5) while it is necessary to safeguard the 
political process from foreign influence, it is 
critical that any protections not discrimi
nate against American citizens employed by 
foreign-owned companies and that Ameri
cans' constitutional rights of free associa
tion and speech be protected. 

(b) PROHffiiTION OF CERTAIN ELECTION-RE
LATED ACTIVITIES OF FOREIGN NATIONALS.
Section 319 of the Federal Election Cam
paign Act of 1971 is amended by-

0) redesignating subsection (b) as sub
section (e); and 

(2) inserting after subsection (a) the fol
lowing new subsections: 

"(b) A foreign national shall not direct, 
dictate, control, or directly or indirectly 
participate in any person's decisionmaking 
concerning the making of contributions or 
expenditures in connection with elections for 
any Federal, State, or local office or deci
sionmaking concerning the administration 
of a political committee. 

"(c) A nonconnected political committee 
or the separate segregated fund established 
in accordance with section 316(b)(2)(C) or any 
other organization or committee involved in 
the making of contributions or expenditures 
in connection with elections for any Federal, 
State, or local office shall include the follow
ing statement on all printed materials pro
duced for the purpose of soliciting contribu
tions: 

"It is unlawful for a foreign national to 
make any contribution of money or other 
thing of value to a political committee." 

"(d) A nonconnected political committee 
or the separate segregated fund established 
in accordance with section 316(b)(2)(C) or any 
other organization or committee involved in 
the making of contributions or expenditures 
in connection with elections for any Federal, 
State, or local office shall certify in regular 
reports to the Commission, or in a manner 
prescribed by the Commission, that no for
eign national has participated either di
rectly or indirectly in the decisionmaking of 
the political committee or separate seg
regated fund, including the appointment of 
the administrators of the committee or 
fund.'' 

(c) PENALTY.-Section 309(b)(1)(C) of FECA 
(2 U.S.C. 437g(d)(1)(C)) is amended by insert
ing "section 319 or" before "section 322". 

McCONNELL (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 252 

Mr. McCONNELL (for himself, Mr. 
NICKLES, and Mr. GRAMM) proposed an 
amendment, which was subsequently 
modified, to amendment No. 242 pro
posed by Mr. BOREN to the bill S. 3, 
supra, as follows: 

Strike section 101. 
Strike subsection (d) of section 102. 
Strike section 103. 
Strike subsection (b) of section 103. 
Strike section 104. 
Strike section 105. 
On page 47, beginning with line 17, strike 

all through page 50, line 3. 
On page 50, line 4, strike "(b)" and insert 

"SEC. 304A(a)" . 
On page 52, line 8, strike "(c)" and insert 

"(b)". 
On page 53, line 1, strike "(d)" and insert 

"(c)". 
On page 54, line 6, strike "(f)" and insert 

"(e)". 
On page 54, line 16, strike "(g)" and insert 

"(f)". 
On page 61, strike lines 5 through 13. 
On page 61, lines 16 and 17, strike "and sub

section (c) or (d)". 

WELLSTONE AMENDMENT NO. 253 
Mr. WELLSTONE proposed an 

amendment to amendment No. 242 pro
posed by Mr. BOREN to the bill S. 3, 
supra, as follows: 

On page 13, line 18, strike "$250,000" and in
sert "25,000". 

On page 52, line 10, strike "250,000" and in
sert "25,000". 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ANTITRUST, MONOPOLIES, 
AND BUSINESS RIGHTS 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on Antitrust, Monopolies, 
and Business Rights of the Committee 
on the Judiciary, be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Tuesday, May 21, 1991, at 9:30 a.m. to 
hold a hearing on oversight of the 
AT&T consent decree. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the full Com
mittee on Environment and Public 
Works be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Tuesday, 
May 21, at 2:30 p.m. to conduct a hear
ing on the nominations of John M. 
Hayden, nominated to be Assistant 
Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and 
Parks, Department of the Interior; and 
Ivan Selin, nominated to be Commis
sioner of the Nuclear Regulatory Com
mission. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS, NATIONAL 

PARKS, AND FORESTS 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on Public Lands, National 
Parks, and Forests of the full Commit
tee on Energy and Natural Resources 
be authorized to · meet during the ses
sion of the Senate, at 2 p.m. , May 21, 
1991, to receive testimony of the follow
ing bills: S. 52, H.R. 1143, S. 550, S. 638, 
H.R. 749, S. 639, H.R. 904, S. 663, S. 749, 
S. 996, H.R. 427, and H.R. 690. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Armed Services be authorized to 
meet on Tuesday, May 21, 1991, at 2 
p.m., to receive a briefing on the con
duct of the air campaign during Oper
ation Desert Shield/Desert Storm. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON DEFENSE INDUSTRY AND 
TECHNOLOGY 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on Defense Industry and 
Technology of the Committee on 
Armed Services be authorized to meet 
on Tuesday, May 21, 1991, at 9:30 a .m., 
to receive testimony on the current is
sues involving the Department of De
fense in-house laboratory system, in 
review of S. 1066, the Department of 
Defense authorization bill for fiscal 
years 1992-93. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENTAL PROTEC

TION AND THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON SUPERFUND, 
OCEAN, AND WATER PROTECTION 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on Environmental Protec
tion and the Subcommittee on 
Superfund, Ocean, and Water Protec
tion, Committee on Environmental and 
Public Works, be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Tuesday, May 21, beginning at 9:30a.m. 
to conduct a hearing to receive testi
mony from William Reilly, Adminis
trator, Environmental Protection 
Agency, regarding issues related to 
clean water and pending legislation to 
amend the Clean Water Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Commerce, Science, and Trans
portation and the National Ocean Pol
icy Study, be authorized to meet dur
ing the session of the Senate on May 
21, 1991, at 2 p.m., on the National 
Ocean and Atmospheric Administra
tion [NOAA] reauthorization. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Tuesday, May 21, 1991, at 2 
p.m. to hold a closed hearing on intel
ligence matters. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President. I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry, be allowed to meet dur
ing the session of the Senate on May 
21, 1991, at 2:30 p.m. in SR-332, to hold 
a hearing on proposed legislation and 
reports on Government-sponsored en
terprises [GSE's] and their implica
tions for the Farm Credit Administra
tion, the farm credit system, and the 
Federal Agriculture Mortgage Corpora
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President. I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Banking, Housing and Urban Af
fairs be allowed to meet during theses
sion of the Senate, Tuesday, May 21, 
1991, at 10 a.m. to conduct a hearing on 
issues confronting urban America, par
ticularly problems facing African
American males, with a focus upon rec
ommendations and proposed solutions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President. I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry, Subcommittee on Agri
culture and Credit and the House Com
mittee on Government Operations, 
Subcommittee on Government Infor
mation, Justice, and Agriculture, be al
lowed to meet during the session of the 
Senate on May 21, 1991, at 9 a.m. in SR-
332, to hold a joint hearing on the 
Farmers Home Administration na
tional appeals staff. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President. I ask 
unanimous consent that the full Com
mittee on Environment and Public 
Works be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Wednesday 
and Thursday, May 22 and 23, beginning 
at 9:30 a.m., to conduct a business 
meeting to mark up S. 965, the Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991; 
and other pending business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

VETERANS' CLAIMS 
ADMINISTRATIVE ACT OF 1991 

• Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the Veterans' 
Claims Administrative Equity Act of 
1991, a bill that would benefit the hun
dreds of thousands of our Nation's vet
erans. This legislation seeks to address 
the increasing delays by the Veterans 
Benefits Administration in response to 
requests by Veterans for claims and ad
justments. While the Veterans Benefits 
Administration has historically pro
vided veterans with timely action in 
regard to benefit claims, delays are be
coming more and more frequent. Al
though 25 percent of all claims are ad
judicated within 3 months, over one
third fail to be completed inside of 6 
months. Additionally, the Veterans 
Benefits Administration has no reason
able response time standard in the 
claims process. 

Our Nation's veterans have suffered 
significant reductions in benefits over 
the years. All too often, veterans pro
grams are cut in the budget process. 
Congress can preserve its commitment 
to veterans by enacting legislation 
that would require the Veterans Bene
fits Administration to complete action 
on all original claims within 270 days. 
Additionally, if a veteran files a notice 
of disagreement with an original deci
sion, the case would be sent to the 
Board of Veterans Appeals within 270 
days. Finally, where the Administra
tion fails to meet a deadline, the vet
eran claimant will be paid interim ben
efits until a decision is reached. 

This bill, known as the Veterans' 
Claims Administrative Equity Act of 
1991 will allow Congress the oppor
tunity to do what is right and just in 
protecting the interests of our Nation's 
veterans.• 

DEAN CORNETT: VOLUNTEER 
EXTRAORDINARIE 

• Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
rise today to recognize a Kentuckian, 
whose unselfish way of life has recently 
culminated in her being named 1 of this 
country's 19 Presidential Volunteer Ac
tion Award recipients for 1990. Dean 
Cornett's storefront literacy project 
has helped many individuals earn their 
high school equivalence degrees. 

The center's program was featured 
nearly 2 years ago when it was pub
licized on Charles Kuralt's "Sunday 
Morning" program on CBS. Ms. 
Cornett was also named last June as 
one of President Bush's "thousand 
points of light" for her volunteer ef
forts. 

Cornett estimates that some 150 peo
ple have studied for their high school 
certificates in the center, and that at 
least 25 have earned them. "Even if 
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they haven't gotten their certificates, 
they've been helped," said Cornett. 

Mr. President, the continuing work 
of Ms. Dean Cornett is vi tal to this 
country if for no other reason than for 
the spirit and enthusiasm which she in
stills in her community. She is truly a 
shining example of the volunteer spirit, 
which has helped make this country 
the model for nations worldwide. At 
this time, Mr. President, I would ask 
that a Courier-Journal piece on Ms. 
Cornett be inserted into the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
[From the Courier-Journal, Apr. 20, 1990] 

VOLUNTEER WILL BE HONORED NATIONALLY 
(By Richard Wilson) 

PAINT LICK, KY.-It's a long way from the 
rural backroads of Madison and Garrard 
counties to the White House, but it's a trip 
that Dean Cornett will reluctantly make 
next week. 

"I really feel unqualified to go take this 
honor. I just never like to be up front," the 
73-year-old widow said yesterday. 

Cornett will be honored at the White House 
next, Friday as one of 19 recipients of this 
year's President's Volunteer Action 
Awards--for her role in creating a storefront 
literacy project that has helped many people 
earn their high school equivalency diplomas. 

But that's only one of the services Cornett 
operates out of the literacy center on tiny 
Paint Lick's only street. There's also a 
clothing bank, art classes, a library and 
women's reading group, sewing classes, chil
dren's story hours and courses through East
ern Kentucky University. 

"She's one of those programs very hard to 
find nationally because it's so small and so 
remote. To find something that is this local 
and this grassroots is wonderful. It really 
does reflect the level of (volunteer) involve
ment across the country," said Richard 
Mock, an official at the National Volunteer 
Center in Alexandria, Va. 

While Cornett has drafted many volunteers 
to help her with various projects, she is the 
only staff member for the umbrella organiza
tion Friends of Paint Lick Inc., which tech
nically oversees her good-will endeavors. The 
group borrowed $12,000 from the local Peo
ples Bank two years ago to buy the two
story building that now houses its programs. 

"Dean's our Mother Teresa. She takes care 
of everybody else's needs and doesn't want 
any credit," said Virginia Fenfro, a Paint 
Lick resident and long-time friend. 

Stories of Cornett's good deeds are plenti
ful. Friends say she combs the area's back
roads in her 1970 Chevy pickup, often carry
ing food, fuel and medicine to impoverished 
families or just giving someone a lift. 

"She'll stop at beat-up old pick-up trucks 
. . . and if someone is standing there needing 
a ride or help or just to talk, she'll screech 
to a halt," said Frank Taylor, president of 
the the Berea-based Mountain Association 
for Community Economic Development. 
"She's always looking for people who need 
something." 

Cornett is "a motivator" who convinces 
others that they can overcome any obstacle, 
said Ike Adams, an official at the Christian 
Appalachian Project in Lancaster. 

Karle Rollins, who dropped out of high 
school 18 years ago and now works in a local 
restaurant and at the post office, agrees. 
Rollins, now 34, said Cornett pushed her into 
the local GED program two years ago, then 
prodded her to complete it. 

"She's certainly changed my life," said 
Rollins, who has completed a semester of 
college through the EKU courses offered at 
the center. 

Cornett and the Friends of Paint Lick were 
nominated for the national volunteer award 
by Linda Caldwell, a Paint Lick native and 
librarian of Jefferson County's Fairdale High 
School. 

Caldwell calls Cornett "a dynamo of en
ergy. Her mind is like a steel trap and moves 
as fast as a wheeL She tries to help every
body-it doesn't matter who they are." 

Cornett, a Harlan County native who grad
uated from high school in Knox County, 
moved to Madison County in 1941 when she 
married her husband, Thomas, who died in 
1970. The mother of three grown children, she 
still lives on the family farm in Madison 
County. 

Cornett got involved in volunteer work 
through community action and adult-edu
cation programs in Richmond in the 1960s. 
She also was involved in Democratic politics 
in Madison County. 

Her public activities dwindled for many 
years after her husband's death, but that all 
changed in mid-1988 when Kevin Brown, an 
eighth-grader at the local elementary 
school, sought her help on a school project 
on rural community revitalization. 

"I said, 'Kevin, I'm getting old and I don't 
get out much. Anything you think up for 
Paint Lick will be alright.'" But together 
they came up with the idea for Friends of 
Paint Lick. The group, incorporated in De
cember 1988, "wouldn't be what it is today 
without her," said Brown, now a sophomore 
at Garrard County High School. 

During an interview at the center, its walls 
lined with books and artwork by local resi
dents, Cornett scoffed at the accolades she's 
received. 

"The less you say about me, the better," 
she said. Others like her volunteers. deserve 
the credit, she said. 

"I just had a vision of something that 
could be," Cornett said. 

She calls education "the power that can 
change lives," "In my two years of being 
here every day, if just one person has been 
helped, it's been worth it to me." 

As a child, Cornett recalls reading a book 
about Jane Addams, a turn-of-the-century 
social worker who started Hull House, a 
sanctuary in the Chicago slums for the im
poverished. "I loved that story about those 
poor little children that she helped. So I've 
got my Hull House here."• 

BUDGET SCOREKEEPING REPORT 
• Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I hereby 
submit to the Senate the most recent 
budget scorekeeping report for fiscal 
year 1991, prepared by the Congres
sional Budget Office under section 
308(b) of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974, as amended. This report serves 
as the scorekeeping report for the pur
poses of section 605(b) and section 311 
of the Budget Act. 

This report shows that current level 
spending is under the budget resolution 
by $0.4 billion in budget authority, and 
under the budget resolution by $0.4 bil
lion in outlays. Current level is $1 mil
lion below the revenue target in 1991 
and $6 million below the revenue target 
over the 5 years, 1991-95. 

The current estimate of the deficit 
for purposes of calculating the maxi-

mum deficit amount is $326.6 billion, 
$0.4 billion below the maximum deficit 
amount for 1991 of $327 billion. 

The report follows: 
U.S. CONGRESS, 

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 
Washington, DC, May 20, 1991. 

Hon. JIM SASSER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, U.S. Sen

ate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The attached report 

shows the effects of Congressional action on 
the budget for fiscal year 1991 and is current 
through May 17, 1991. The estimates of budg
et authority, outlays, and revenues are con
sistent with the technical and economic as
sumptions of the Budget Enforcement Act of 
1990 (Title XIII of P.L. 101-508). This report is 
submitted under Section 308(b) and in aid of 
Section 311 of the Congressional Budget Act, 
as amended, and meets the requirements for 
Senate scorekeeping of Section 5 of S. Con. 
Res. 32, the 1986 First Concurrent Resolution 
on the Budget. 

Since my last report, dated May 14, 1991, 
there has been no action that affects the cur
rent level of spending and revenues. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT D. REISCHAUER, 

Director. 

THE CURRENT LEVEL REPORT FOR THE U.S. SENATE, 
1020 CONG., 1ST SESS., AS OF MAY 17, 1991 

[In billions of dollars] 

Revised on- Current Current 
budget ag- level2 level +1-
gregates 1 aggregates 

On-Budget: 
Budget authority ············ 1,189.2 1,188.8 -0.4 
Outlays ................ .......... 

Revenues: 
1,132.4 1,132.0 -0.4 

1991 805.4 805.4 (3) 
1991-95 .. ::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 4,690.3 4,690.3 (3) 

Maximum deficit amount ........ 327.0 326.6 -0.4 
Direct loan obligations ........... ... 20.9 20.6 -0.3 
Guaranteed loan commitments . 107.2 106.9 -0.3 
Debt subject to limit ..... ............ 4,145.0 3,373.2 -7718 
On-Budget: 

Social Security Outlays: 
1991 ························ 234.2 234.2 
1991-95 .................. 1,284.4 1,284.4 

Social Security revenues: 
1991 303.1 303.1 
1991-95··:::::: ::: ::::::::: 1,736.3 1,736.3 

1 The revised budget aggregates were made by the Senate Budget Com
mittee staff in accordance with section 13112(1) of the Budget Enforcement 
Act of 1990 (title XIII of Public law 101-508). 

2 Current level represents the estimated revenue and direct spending ef
fects of all legislation that Congress has enacted or sent to the President 
for his approval. In addition, full-year funding estimates under current law 
are included for entitlement and mandatory programs requiring annual ap
propriations even if the appropriations have not been made. In accordance 
with section 606(d)(2) of the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990 (title XIII of 
Public law 101-508) and in consultation with the Budget Committee, cur
rent level excludes $45.3 billion in budget authority and $34.6 billion in out
lays for designated emergencies including Operation Desert Shield/Desert 
Storm; $0.1 billion in budget authority and $0.2 billion in outlays for debt 
forgiveness for Egypt and Poland; and $0.2 billion in budget authority and 
outlays for Internal Revenue Service funding above the June 1990 baseline 
level. Current level outlays include a $1.1 billion savings for the Bank Insur
ance Fund that the committee attributes to the Omnibus Budget Reconcili
ation Act (Public Law 101-508), and revenues include the Office of Manage
ment and Budget's estimate of $3 billion for the Internal Revenue Service 
provision in the Treasury-Postal service appropriations bill (Public law 101-
509). The current level of debt service to limit reflects the latest U.S. Treas
ury information on public debt transactions. 

3less than $50,000,000. 

THE CURRENT LEVEL REPORT FOR THE U.S. SENATE, 
1020 CONG., 1ST SESS., SENATE SUPPORTING DETAIL, 
FISCAL YEAR 1991 AS OF CLOSE OF BUSINESS MAY 
17, 1991 

[In millions of dollars] 

I. Enacted in previous sessions: 
Revenues ......................... . 
Permanent appropriations 

and trust funds . 
Other legislation .... 
Offsetting receipts 

Budget au
thority 

725,105 
664,057 

-210,616 

Outlays 

633,016 
676,371 

-210,616 

Revenues 

834,910 

.,.__ ... .... _j • _J __. __. -- • -. .. • • - • 
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THE CURRENT LEVEL REPORT FOR THE U.S. SENATE, 

1020 CONG., 1ST SESS., SENATE SUPPORTING DETAIL, 
FISCAL YEAR 1991 AS OF CLOSE OF BUSINESS MAY 
17, 1991-Continued 

[In millions of dollars] 

Total enacted in pre-

Budget au
thority Outlays Revenues 

vious sessions ...... ... 1.178,546 1.098,770 834,910 

II. Enacted this session: 
Extending IRS Deadline 

for Desert Storm Troops 
(H.R. 4, Public Law 
102-2) .... ........ ... .... ...... - I 

Veterans' education, em
ployment and training 
amendments (H.R. 180, 
Public Law 102-16) .. .. 

Dire emergency supple
mental appropriations 
for 1991 (H.R. 1281, 
Public Law 102-27) .... 3,823 1,401 

Higher education tech
nical amendments 
(H.R. 1285. Public Law 
102-26) ............ ...... .... . 

OMB domestic discre-
tionary sequester ......... - 2 - I 

Total enacted this ses-
sion .... .................. .. .. 3,826 I ,405 - I 

Ill. Continuing resolution au-
thority ...... .......... ................... . 

IV. Conference agreements rati-
fied by both Houses ........... .. 

V. Entitlement authority and 
other mandatory adjustments 
required to conform with 
current law estimates in re-
vised on-budget aggregates - 8,5 72 539 

VI. Economic and technical as
sumption used by committee 
for budget enforcement act 
estimates: ........... 15,000 31.300 - 29,500 

On-budget current level .... ........ 1,188,799 1,132,014 805,409 
Revised on-budget aggregates . 1,189,215 1,132,396 805,410 

Amount remaining: 
Over budget reso-

lution ........... . 
Under budget res

olution ......... 416 

Note.-Numbers may not add due to rounding.• 

382 

SALUTE TO ACADEMIC 
DECATHALONWINNERS 

• Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, I 
stand today in recognition of a very 
special group of students and their 
teachers from my home of Orange 
County, CA. Jay Kim, Ryan Sakamoto, 
Teddy Chen, Todd Faurot, George 
Dannenhauer, Sian Baker, Robin Che
ney, and Kirk Brown are the members 
of the Orange County Academic 
Decathalon Team, coached by Mrs. 
Kathy Lane and Mr. Roger Gunderson. 
The Orange County team won the 
statewide California competition in 
March and placed second in the na
tional finals held in Los Angeles in 
April, and Jay and George earned 
bronze and silver medals. 

The U.S. Academic Decathalon com
petition was born in Orange County, 
the brainchild of a gifted educator and 
former superintendent of schools, Dr. 
Robert Peterson. The California pro
gram originated in 1979, and the U.S. 
competition, in which 44 States now 
compete, began in 1981. In every na
tional competition, a California team 
has placed first or second. Of course, 
having said that, I must also add that 
it is not whether you win or lose, it is 
how you play the game. In the case of 

the academic decathalon, the game is 
played so everyone wins, because ev
eryone who participates learns. 

The academic decathalon program is 
structured to motivate students, not 
just "A" average students, but also 
"B" and "C" students. In 1987, the 
highest scoring student in the national 
competition was a "C" student who 
had been denied admission to college. 
Because of his affiliation with the 
decathalon he was admitted to the Uni
versity of California, Berkeley and is 
now a graduate of that institution. 

I rise today not only to honor the 
students who have won this competi
tion, and the teachers who helped guide 
them, but also the private sector part
ners in the U.S. Academic Decathalon 
Program. It is certainly a foremost ex
ample of the success of which Amer
ican educators and businesses are capa
ble when they join together to achieve 
their common goal of a better-educated 
society. 

The decathalon's sponsors include 
the Ronald McDonald's Children's 
Chari ties, the Lennox Foundation, the 
Raytheon Co., the American Honda 
Foundation, the Psychological Corp., a 
division of Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 
Inc., D.C. Heath and Co., TRW, and Ar
thur Andersen. 

I ask the Senate to join me in honor
ing the Orange County California Aca
demic Decathalon Team, their teach
ers, the program's sponsors, and all the 
students and teachers who participated 
in the program from throughout the 
Nation.• 

PROJECT RESPECT IN WISCONSIN 
• Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize the efforts of a 
group in Milwaukee called Project Re
spect, Inc., and its "Warning! We Must 
Respect Each Other" campaign. 
Project Respect is a neighborhood 
crime prevention program which en
courages citizens to participate in ac
tivities designed to protect our com
munity against crime. In cooperation 
with the Milwaukee Police Department 
Crime Prevention Bureau, Project Re
spect has implemented neighborhood 
block watches and coordinated services 
relating to crime prevention for crime 
victims. 

We all know too well how much 
crime, especially violent crime, is 
plaguing our communities. For exam
ple, last year there were over 4,000 rob
beries, 9,000 burglaries, and 1,400 aggra
vated assaults reported to the police in 
Milwaukee alone. And that's not sur
prising; nationally, violent crime rose 
10 percent. That is why we must take a 
moment to commend the efforts of 
these individuals, who are working to 
make our communities free from vio
lence. 

Every year for the past 17 years, 
Project Respect has sponsored the 
"Warning! We Must Respect Each 

Other" campaign. This year's cam
paign, which takes place from May 19 
through June 19, includes various 
events such as a community banquet, 
picnics, special events for youths, and 
other social, educational, and rec
reational activities. This program is 
designed to help Milwaukeeans prevent 
crime and to promote citizen involve
ment in crime prevention efforts. 

I want to wish Project Respect the 
best of luck in its campaign this year 
and encourage people all over the coun
try to involve themselves in similar 
projects. If we had a Project Respect in 
every major American city, we would 
be taking a giant step toward ridding 
our communities of violence, crime, 
and drug abuse.• 

AIDS UPDATE 
• Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, ac
cording to the Centers for Disease Con
trol, as of April 30, 1991, 171,876 Ameri
cans have been diagnosed with AIDS; 
108,731 Americans have died from AIDS; 
and 63,145 Americans are currently liv
ing with AIDS. 

REALITY CHECK 

Just a decade ago AIDS was un
known. Today, according to the World 
Health Organization [WHO] from 8 to 10 
million people are infected worldwide. 
By the end of 1991, another million 
adult cases will have been added to this 
number. 

In the United States, AIDS is now 
the second leading cause of death 
among young men-before heart dis
ease, cancer, suicide, and homicide. 
Among young women, AIDS is pro
jected to be one of the top five leading 
causes of death among young women in 
1991. In some urban States-New York, 
New Jersey, and California-AIDS is 
the leading cause of death for young 
men and for young black women. In 
1988, AIDS was the leading cause of 
death among 1- to 4-year-old Hispanic 
children nationally and, in New York 
State, the second leading cause of 
death among black children. 

As we continue to debate health 
spending priorities in America, Mr. 
President, let us be mindful of how in
sidious is the threat of AIDS. In fact, 
according to the Centers for Disease 
Control, "Current dimensions and pro
jected trends indicate the second dec
ade of this epidemic will be far worse 
than the first. "• · 

TRIBUTE TO SHIRLEE WENCZEL 
• Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise to pay tribute to Shirlee Wenczel, 
president of Wenczel & Co., a Pen
nington, NJ, based marketing commu
nications firm. In recognition of her 
contribution to her field, Ms. Wenczel 
was recently inducted into the Adver
tising Hall of Fame of New Jersey. 

Ms. Wenczel first founded her adver
tising agency in 1976, and built it from 
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a one-employee, one-client firm to a 
flourishing, multiclient agency em
ploying over 28 people. Her award-win
ning advertising agency is noted for its 
efficiency, service to clients, and its 
creativity. The North American Adver
tising Network recognized it as one of 
the best managed agencies in the Na
tion. 

Despite her family and professional 
responsibilities, Shirlee Wenczel has 
made time for philanthropic activities. 
Her many affiliations include serving 
on the board of the Association for Re
tarded Citizens, the National 
Scleroderma Society, and the Associa
tion for Retarded Citizens. Wenczel's 
firm also provides pro bono marketing 
services to groups such as the Amer
ican Cancer Society of Trenton and the 
March of Dimes. 

Ms. Wenczel has left her mark on the 
advertising profession as well as upon 
organizations dedicated to helping oth
ers. I join in extending to Shirlee 
Wenczel my heartiest congratulations 
on her induction into the Advertising 
Hall of Fame, and my warmest wishes 
for continued success and happiness in 
the future.• 

ALFONSIN, ARGENTINE PAR-
LIAMENTARIANS ENDORSE 
CRANSTON-KENNEDY !MET RE
FORM BILL 

• Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I rise 
today to urge that my colleagues sup
port the International Military Edu
cation and Training Act of 1991, S. 156, 
which is designed to help reinforce ci
vilian control over military establish
ments in emerging democracies. 

The Cranston-Kennedy !MET reform 
effort seeks to draw upon the strengths 
of the United States' successful 200-
year experience in civil-military rela
tions and to apply them to one of its 
most important military assistance 
programs. 

Traditionally IMET has provided key 
military-to-military linkages with offi
cers from other countries, while pro
viding them with exposure to American 
ideals and know-how. 

Last year, the program was funded at 
just $47 million. And, as a result of ini
tiatives by my good friend the distin
guished Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
LEAHY] myself, and others, for the first 
time !MET training is being provided 
to civilians belonging to defense min
istries and other relevant executive 
branch agencies. 

The Cranston-Kennedy bill would ex
pand the civilian training element of 
!MET, offering such assistance to 
members of national legislatures and 
their staffs, while assuring that its cur
riculums fully reflect democratic de
velopment criteria. 

It would put a means test to so-called 
nation-building training-involving 
militaries in the construction of public 
works and other social and economic 

development activities-by offering 
such assistance through IMET only 
when the recipient country does not 
have any civilian agencies or private 
sector entities that could better carry 
out these kinds of tasks, and when it is 
requested by the freely elected head of 
the country. 

The Kennedy-Cranston bill has re
ceived favorable comments in several 
countries, particularly in Latin Amer
ica, where civilian political authorities 
are struggling to fortify their control 
over sometimes rebellious military es
tablishments. 

Mr. President, I recently received a 
letter of support for our IMET proposal 
from former Argentine President Raul 
Alfonsin, as well as a resolution of en
dorsement introduced by members of 
his Radical Civic Union who sit on Ar
gentina's parliamentary defense com
mission. The Cranston-Kennedy bill 
had earlier received the backing of the 
current Argentine Government led by 
President Carlos Menem. 

I am particularly pleased to have Al
fonsin's support. During the 1980's he 
had the difficult job of guiding one of 
Latin America's most difficult demo
cratic transitions. 

Few events in Latin America have 
ever won as much admiration as Alfon
sin's government's determination to 
try those responsible in the 1970's for 
plunging Argentina into the so-called 
dirty war in which thousands dis
appeared and were secretly killed. 

But beyond restoring a sense of jus
tice through the example of the dirty 
war crimes, Alfonsin took several steps 
which helped assure the survival of the 
rule of law as Argentina passed some of 
its most difficult moments of transi
tion. 

It was Alfonsin who wrested Argenti
na's police forces from military con
trol, placing at their head law enforce
ment professionals who were respected 
by their own forces. 

The role of Argentina's police had 
suffered from a serious professional de
formation from decades of subordina
tion to that country's highly politized 
military. It is revealing that in a re
cent history of the People's Revolu
tionary Army, or ERP, one of the two 
most important leftist guerrilla groups 
in Argentina in the 1970's, former ERP 
chieftain Luis Mattini admitted that 
one of the factors the insurgents count
ed in their favor was the resentment 
and demoralization among the police 
that came with their control by the 
military. 

It was Alfonsin's government which 
passed a law, reminiscent of our own 
posse comitatus statutes, that sepa
rated military from police functions, 
thus giving the latter a nearly exclu
sive role in the maintenance of public 
safety. 

These were not merely abstract for
mulations, but rather a virtual revolu
tion in thinking on security issues in 

Latin America. And the results were 
for all to see. 

Under the stewardship of the late 
Federal police chief, Juan Pirker, an 
Alfonsin appointee, the rotten apples 
were quietly purged from police rolls 
and several kidnapings and murders 
committed by police were solved by 
members of the force themselves. 

But at no time, Mr. President, was 
the change more evident than during 
the food riots which shook Argentina 
in May 1989. 

Several months before an economic 
austerity package sparked similar riots 
in Venezuela. Despite more than three 
decades of democratic rule, Venezuela 
has very imprecise police and military 
roles. When rioting erupted on the 
streets, the confusion between national 
defense and internal security mani
fested itself in a security force ram
page. Best estimates say that between 
600 and 2,000 people died as a result. 

In May, as Alfonsin was struggling 
under the weight of the economic col
lapse of his country, bread riots broke 
out in several major cities. They lasted 
for several days and appeared to be of 
the same intensity as those in Ven
ezuela. 

The military demanded it be given a 
role in crushing the disturbances. Al
fonsin, however, said no--and pointed 
to the fact the armed forces were pro
hibited from carrying out internal se
curity functions. 

Instead, the federal police and the 
national gendarmarie-both restored to 
professional respect through Alfonsin's 
reforms-took control of the streets 
using modern crowd control tech
niques. Less than a dozen people died, 
most killed by angry shopkeepers or 
others. 1 

The contrast could not have been 
greater. Well-trained police profes
sionals responding to civilian political 
authority made the difference. 

Today, the United States remains the 
world's only superpower. The cold war, 
we are told, is over. Yet, unfortu
nately, some aspects of our security as
sistance programs seem to lag behind 
such momentous changes. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support S. 156. It is an idea born of 
the changes that have come with the 
emergence of new democracies 
throughout the world. 

I ask that President Alfonsin's letter, 
together with the parliamentary reso
lution offered by members of his Radi
cal Civic Union, be placed in the 
RECORD. I also ask that a letter of sup
port for the Cranston-Kennedy initia
tive written by former Carter Defense 
Department official David McGiffert be 
printed as well. 

The material is as follows: 
RADICAL CIVIC UNION, 

NATIONAL COMMITTEE, 
April 29, 1991. 

DEAR SENATOR CRANSTON: I have been in
formed about the initiative you, together 
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with Senator Kennedy, presented to the hon
orable Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
to reform . the International Military Edu
cation and Training Act (!MET), known as S. 
156. 

I am very pleased with this proposal and 
wish to express my personal point of view 
about this matter. I believe that joint train
ing of military officers and civilians from 
the political community and from par
liament is essential for the strengthening of 
our democratic governments. 

Military policy in our countries requires 
the creation of shared experiences where: 

The prinicipal of military subordination to 
civilian authority is reaffirmed; 

The role of the armed forces in protecting 
the national territory and sovereignty is 
clearly defined, and 

The United States' experience of unre
stricted respect for democratic institutions 
is transmitted. 

I wish also to emphasize the proposed revi
sion of Section 541 of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, which will permit civilians who 
are responsible for the designing of military 
policy in our countries to participate in the 
(!MET) program. 

The bill you have presented expresses with 
great clarity the essential principles for 
which we have fought for many years and is 
sustained by the real experiences of our na
tions. For this reason I believe it will be a 
very valuable instrument for the creation of 
bonds between the military and the demo
cratic community of our hemisphere . 

Therefore, Senator, I wish to express my 
sincerest congratulations for the initiative 
you have undertaken and, as the president of 
Argentina's principal opposition party, ex
press our willingness to support it in what
ever form is necessary. 

I also take this opportunity to let you 
know that legislators from our party have 
presented to the defense commission of our 
national Chamber of Deputies a resolution 
supporting your bill. 

With every good wish, I remain, 
Sincerely, 

RAUL ALFONSIN, 
Former President of Argentina. 

RESOLUTION 
The Honorable Chamber of Deputies of the 

Nation, declares: 
That is would look upon with favor the ap

proval by the Congress of the United States 
of America of the "International Military 
Education and Training Reform Act of 1991" 
as presented by Senators Cranston and Ken
nedy, so that through its application, the 
current International Military Education 
and Training Program will offer training in 
defense and security issues to civilian func
tionaries and non-governmental organiza
tions in Latin America-

That it is also considered of great impor
tance-due to its important impact in the fu
ture on various aspects of civil-military rela
tions in Latin America and, certainly, on the 
strengthening of the political stability of 
Latin American nations-the following as
pects of the reforms proposed by the afore
mentioned Senators: 

(a) the specific inclusion in the program, of 
members of national legislatures and their 
staffs; 

(b) That the military training known as 
"Nation Building" (training of militaries in 
the construction of public works and other 
social and economic development activities, 
i.e.: "civic action") be offered exclusively to 
those countries lacking in civilian agencies 
capable of undertaking such tasks, and at 

the request of freely-elected democratic gov
ernments. 

FUNDAMENTS 
Mr. President: The program of the United 

States of America known as International 
Miliary Education and Training-IMET, car
ried out as part of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, currently offers U.S. training and 
assistance to foreign armed forces, in specifi
cally military tasks as well as those known 
as "Nation Building" (training of militaries 
in the construction of public works and 
other social and economic development ac
tivities, i.e: "civic action"). 

It ought to be recognized that in the past, 
the fruits of this program did not yield the 
most satisfactory results in the strengthen
ing of democratic systems in Latin Amer
ican countries. On the contrary, the experi
ence in this matter has shown that these 
programs offered ideological support so 
that-using the pretext of the fight against 
communism-the armed forces of Latin 
America progressively took control of their 
own countries, and, finally, of their own gov
ernments. At the same time, the programs 
known as "Nation Building" allowed these 
Armed Forces to present themselves as real 
competitors with their governments in 
works designed for social and economic de
velopment and, in some cases, to acquire 
through them significant political power. 

The new ideas in the United States of 
America about the need to strengthen demo
cratic governments in South America
whose clearest expression is the existence, in 
almost the entire subcontinent, of govern
ments freely elected by the people-seem to 
be causing the revision of certain aspects of 
the aforementioned program. This is what 
emerges from the presentation in the Senate 
of the United States, by Senators Cranston 
and Kennedy, of the bill known as the 
"International Military Education and 
Training Act of 1991." Its most important as
pect is the possibility of offering through it 
training in defense and security issues to ci
vilian functionaries and non-governmental 
organizations in Latin America-particu
larly about aspects concerning the oversight 
and management of the armed forces-thus 
allowing the constitutional command and 
control of the same. 

Other aspects of the reforms presented by 
Cranston and Kennedy have a great moral 
and political importance, as examples of the 
change taking place in U.S. thinking about 
what type of defense assistance is offered to 
Latin American countries. Thus, they pro
pose for specific inclusion in the program 
members of national legislatures and their 
staffs; and that the military training known 
as "Nation Building" (training of militaries 
in the construction of public works and 
other social and economic development ac
tivities, i.e: "civic action") be offered exclu
sively to those countries lacking in civilian 
agencies capable of undertaking such tasks, 
and at the request of freely-elected demo
cratic governments. 

As a true symbol of the purposes which in
form this proposal, we believe it is opportune 
to include here the Declaration of Findings 
and Purposes of the same: 

"The Congress finds that-
(1) one of the most important changes that 

must occur in newly emerging democracies 
is that a Nation's military is fully under the 
control of civilian authority; 

(2) the success and prestige of the United 
States Armed Forces and those of many 
othet: democracies have been immeasurably 
advanced by their unquestioned subordina
tion to civilian political authority and their 

strict adherence to a mission of national de
fense of territory and sovereignty; 

(3) the American model has an important 
array of lessons in the proper management of 
civil-military relations, such as-

(a) the clear and unequivocal direction pro
vided by civilian political leaders of the mili
tary structure and forces; 

(b) the control of the military budget by 
Congress provides essential oversight by 
elected officials responsible to the people; 

(c) the existence of close interaction and 
contact between civilians and military, and 
between the four services, throughout the 
command and control structure; 

(d) civilian-run non-governmental organi
zations help inform and shape defense policy; 
and 

(e) the United States military, which has 
no law enforcement functions except in ex
treme and unusual circumstances, has, 
therefore, remained at the margins of par
tisan politics; 

(4) in many emerging democracies the 
corps of civilian managers that forms an in
tegral part of military management in the 
United States does not exist; 

(5) the lack of continuity in democratic po
litical institutions can mean a loss of histor
ical memory, gaps in technical training, and 
an absence of personal ties between military 
officers and civilians which sustain good will 
in times of crisis; and 

(6) there are professional ethics, strictures, 
and responsibilities that are essential to 
democratic control of a nation's military, 
such as the following: 

(a) that the military does not play a par
tisan political role; 

(b) that it is the duty of the military, both 
individually and collectively, to prevent 
human rights abuses of civilians or captured 
or surrendered military personnel; 

(c) that illegal orders should not be obeyed; 
(d) that power must not be misused to fur

ther personal goals. 
(b) Recognizing that democratic control 

over the military cannot be established with
out empowering civilian managers in defense 
and security issues and without circumscrib
ing the role of the armed forces to those of 
national defense functions, it is the purpose 
of this Act to revise and reform the existing 
International Military Education and Train
ing (!MET) program so as to provide support 
for emerging democracies and the civilian 
control of military establishments***." 

We believe that these declarations outline 
an important change in U.S. attitudes with 
respect to questions concerning civil-mili
tary relations in Latin America. And, above 
and beyond the importance the assigning of 
funds for the teaching of Latin American ci
vilians, and particularly members of their 
parliaments, for the purpose of strengthen
ing constitutional control over the military, 
the aforementioned declarations show a 
lucid and worthy attitude, to which we ought 
to respond with our support and encourage
ment. To that end, we ask the support of our 
colleagues. 

VICTORIO 0SVALDO 
BISCIOTTI. 

CONRADO HUGO STORANI. 
CARLOS M.A. MOSCA. 
FRANCISCO MUGNOLO. 
RICARDO FELGUERAS. 

COVINGTON & BURLING, 
Washington, DC, February 4, 1991. 

Hon. ALAN CRANSTON, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR CRANSTON: I understand 

that you plan to propose enlargement of the 
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IMET program so as to permit the training 
of foreign civilian officials in the manage
ment of military establishments. It seems to 
me an idea worthy of very serious consider
ation. Both military and civilians in this 
country take for granted our traditional sub
ordination of the military to civilian con
trol. It is, I believe, very much in our inter
est to encourage the development of a simi
lar tradition in other countries which are 
trying to move in that direction. I believe 
the IMET program could make a contribu
tion to this end. 

Sincerely, 
DAVID E. MCGIFFERT, 

Former Under Secretary of the Army 
and Assistant Secretary of Defense.• 

RECOGNIZING ISIDORE FIELD 
• Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize a Nevadan who, 
through his service to Nevada's needy, 
has demonstrated some of the most ad
mirable of human qualities. Mr. Isidore 
Field has been honored with the 1991 
Woods Schools National Award for Ex
ceptional Service and Leadership in 
the field of Scouting for the Handi
capped. 

This award, given by the Boy Scouts 
of America [BSA] and the National Ad
visory Committee on Scouting for the 
Handicapped, is the highest award 
given by the BSA in the area of service. 
There is only one winner of this award 
each year, and Mr. Field was selected 
out of over 800 nominations. 

The award is presented to "that indi
vidual who has demonstrated excep
tional service and leadership in the 
field of Scouting for the Handicapped." 
His generosity, perseverance, and lead
ership throughout 26 years of service in 
Scouting for the Handicapped have 
helped make the Scouting for the 
Handicapped Program what it is today, 
and what it will be tomorrow. Isidore 
Field, Izzi as he is known to us, is truly 
a source of pride and inspiration in the 
Nevada community. 

In 1980, Izzi moved to the Las Vegas 
area, and he has been working to help 
handicapped Scouting in our State ever 
since. He assisted in one of the earliest 
attempts to organize a Scout troop in 
school; then assisted in an effort to or
ganize an after school troop, at Helen 
J. Stewart School-a school for special 
education students. He then became a 
varsity coach and Scoutmaster with a 
team whose charter partner is the 
Desert Development Center of Las 
Vegas-a residential home for the men
tally retarded. Their goal is the social 
normalization of their clients. Izzi 's 
Scouting efforts contribute regularly 
to that goal. 

Mr. President, Izzi continues to serve 
our community today. People like him 
do not need awards to make their ef
forts seem worthwhile. These special 
people are motivated by something 
deeper, something vastly more impor
tant. Whether for religious, ethical, or 
personal reasons, Izzi Field has con-

tributed immeasurably to the welfare 
of Nevada. 

The Boy Scouts of America have 
shown their appreciation for his in
valuable work by honoring him with 
the Woods Schools National Award for 
Exceptional Service and Leadership in 
the field of Scouting for the Handi
capped. In light of the noble purpose of 
this organization, Izzi should indeed 
feel honored by this recognition. I want 
to add my voice to the many others 
who offer their thanks to Izzi Field for 
what he has done for needy individuals, 
the Boy Scouts of America, and for the 
Nevada community.• 

MEASURE INDEFINITELY 
POSTPONED 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that calendar order 
No. 63, S. 786, be indefinitely post
poned. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

REHABILITATION ACT OF 1973 
AMENDMENTS 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I now ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider
ation of H.R. 2127, Rehabilitation Act 
amendments, which have just been re
ceived from the House. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 2127) to amend the Rehabilita

tion Act of 1973 to extend the programs of 
such act, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider
ation of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of H.R. 2127, the Rehabilitation 
Act Amendments of 1991. 

The bill accomplishes two purposes: 
First, the bill extends for 1 year the 
programs authorized under the Reha
bilitation Act of 1973. Included among 
the programs extended for 1 year is the 
71-year-old Vocational Rehabilitation 
State Grant Program, which provides 
comprehensive rehabilitation services 
necessary to render an eligible person 
employable. 

Additional programs covered by the 
1-year extension include the Supported 
Employment Services for Individuals 
with Severe Handicaps Program, reha
bilitation training grants, comprehen
sive services for independent living, 
centers for independent living, inde
pendent living services for older blind 
individuals, the client assistance pro
gram, the projects with industry pro
gram, the national institute on disabil
ity and rehabilitation research, the 
special demonstration projects, and the 
special recreation programs. 

The second purpose of the bill is to 
amend the early intervention program 
authorized under part H of the Individ
uals with Disabilities Education Act to 
permit those States that are unable to 
comply with the provisions of part H 
because of their current fiscal situa
tion to stay in the program while at 
the same time providing rewards for 
those States that are in full compli
ance with the provisions currently in 
the law. 

Part H is landmark legislation pro
viding financial assistance to States to 
develop and implement a statewide, 
comprehensive, coordinated, multi
disciplinary, interagency program of 
early intervention services for infants 
and toddlers with disabilities and their 
families. Under part H, States were 
given 3 years to plan and adopt policies 
establishing this system. In the fourth 
year, States are required to have the 
system in place and provide some, but 
not all, early intervention services. In 
the fifth year, States are expected to 
provide all early intervention to all eli
gible infants and toddlers and their 
families. 

For fiscal year 1990, Congress appro
priated $79 million for the part H pro
gram. For fiscal year 1991, the appro
priation level is $117 million. The 47 
percent increase was included in an
ticipation of the fact that States were 
going to be moving from a planning to 
a service delivery mode. The part H 
program is forward funded; thus, the 
fiscal year 1991 funds become available 
after July 1, 1991. 

Some States are on schedule; for ex
ample, they have submitted their 
fourth-year application and plan on 
submitting their fifth-year application 
on or after July 1, 1991, under which 
they will provide all early intervention 
services to all eligible infants and tod
dlers with disabilities and their fami
lies. Other States, which are currently 
operating a fourth-year program, may 
not be able to continue in the program 
because their State's fiscal situation 
prevents them from making the full
service commitment at this time. 
Some States have not yet submitted 
their fourth-year application because 
of their State's fiscal situation. 

The differential funding provision in
cluded in the bill provides rewards for 
those States that are on schedule and 
at the same time allows States that 
would have dropped out of the pro
gram, but for provisions in this bill, to 
stay in the program. 

In general, those States that are on 
schedule will be eligible starting on 
July 1, 1991, to receive their full share 
of the fiscal year 1991 allocation-and 
subsequent year allocations-and a 
reallocation in an amount not to ex
ceed 100 percent of the amount it would 
otherwise have received in the previous 
fiscal year. 

Those States that have met their 
fourth-year requirements-the system 
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is in effect and some but not all serv
ices are provided-but are unable to 
meet their fifth-year requirements at 
this time will be able to stay in the 
program if the Governor seeks, on be
half of the State, and the Secretary 
grants their request for extended par
ticipation. Two, 1-year requests may be 
granted. 

These States will be eligible, starting 
on July 1, 1991, to submit their fifth
year application and, if their request 
for extended participation is granted, 
receive an amount equal to the amount 
they received in fiscal year 1990 and a 
reallocation in an amount not to ex
ceed the amount they would have re
ceived under the fiscal year 1991 allot
ment if they had been in full compli
ance, but only if there are funds avail
able after the full-compliance States 
have received their reallocation. The 
same policy would apply in subsequent 
years. 

Those States that have met their 
third-year requirements-planning and 
policy development-but have not yet 
submitted their application for the 
fourth year of participation and are un
able to meet the fourth-year require
ments will be able to stay in the pro
gram if the Governor seeks, on behalf 
of the State, and the Secretary grants 
their request for extended participa
tion. Again, two, 1-year extensions 
may be granted. 

These States, which to date ·have 
held off submitting their fourth-year 
application, will be eligible to submit 
their fourth-year application and if 
their request for extended participa
tion is granted, receive an allocation 
equal to the amount they received in 
fiscal year 1989. If they seek a similar 
extension from fourth-year require
ments for the next fiscal year-any 
time after July 1, 1991-they will be eli
gible for an amount equal to the 
amount they would have been eligible 
to receive under the fiscal year 1990 
level. These States seeking an exten
sion from fourth-year requirements are 
not eligible for a reallocation. 

Set out below is a more detailed ex
planation of this provision prepared by 
the Department of Education. 

EXPLANATION OF DIFFERENTIAL FUNDING 
UNDERPARTH 

A. FISCAL YEAR 1990 

("States" are defined to include the 50 
States, the District of Columbia, Puerto 
Rico, the Department of the Interior, and 
the jurisdictions listed in section 684(a) of 
the Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act.) 

1. States meeting all fourth-year require
ments receive their FY 1990 allotments plus 
their proportionate share of reallotted funds. 

2. In order to receive an allotment for FY 
1990, each State must have met all third-year 
requirements. 

3. A State may receive an allotment for FY 
1990 although it has not met fourth-year re
quirements if it submits an approvable re
quest for extended participation by a date es
tablished by the Secretary. 

4. A State that has received approval for 
extended participation for FY 1990 would re
ceive the same allotment as it received for 
FY 1989. 

5. Funds remaining after a date established 
by the Secretary would be reallotted. Funds 
available for reallotment would be the sum 
of funds remaining as a result of the dif
ference between the allotments that ex
tended participation States received for FY 
1989 and the allotments they would have re
ceived for FY 1990 plus any funds not distrib
uted because one or more States did not 
apply for an allotment for FY 1990. These 
funds would be reallotted to those States 
that have met all fourth-year requirements, 
based on each State's proportionate share of 
the total funds available for reallotment. 

B. FISCAL YEARS 1991 AND 1992 

("States" are defined to include the 50 
States, the District of Columbia, Puerto 
Rico, the Department of the Interior, and 
the jurisdictions listed in section 684(a) of 
the Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act.) 

1. States meeting all fifth-year require
ments receive their FY 1991 or 1992 allot
ments plus their proportionate share of real
lotted funds. 

2. The requirement in A.2. applies to FY 
1991 and 1992 allotments. 

3. A State may receive an allotment for FY 
1991 or 1992 although it has not met all or 
some fourth-year requirements if it submits 
an approvable request for extended partici
pation by a date establis~ed by the Sec
retary. 

4. A State may receive an allotment for FY 
1991 or 1992 although it has not met all or 
some fifth-year requirements if it submits an 
approvable request for extended participa
tion by a date established by the Secretary. 

5. States that have approved fourth-year or 
fifth-year extended participation requests 
would receive the same allotment for FY 1991 
or 1992 that they ~ither actually received for 
FY 1990 or they would have received if they 
had not requested extended participation for 
FY 1990 (and, as a result, received an allot
ment equal to their FY 1989 allotment) ex
cept that: beginning with fiscal year 1991, 
the 50 States, the District of Columbia and 
Puerto Rico shall not receive less than 
$500,000. 

6. Funds remaining from either the FY 1991 
or FY 1992 appropriation after all allotments 
(including allotments based on extended par
ticipation requests) have been made would 
be reallotted to all States in the priority 
order given below: 

a. (1) Funds remaining from either the FY 
1991 or 1992 appropriation would first be real
lotted to those States that have met all 
fifth-year requirements. Reallotment would 
be based on each State's proportionate share 
of the total funds available for reallotment. 

(2) The sum of a State's allotment and pro
portionate share of reallotted funds would be 
capped at twice the amount the State re
ceived as its allotment for the previous fiscal 
year or twice the amount it would have re
ceived as its allotment for the previous fiscal 
year if it had not requested and received ex
tended participation. Funds reallotted in the 
previous fiscal year would not be considered 
in determining the amount of the cap. 

b. (1) Any funds remaining from either the 
FY 1991 or 1992 appropriation after 6.a. would 
then be allotted to those States that have 
met all fourth-year requirements and have 
received extended participation because they 
have not met all fifth-year requirements. A 
State's reallotment would be based on its 

proportionate share of the total funds re
maining available for reallotment after 6.a. 

(2) The sum of a State's allotment and pro
portionate share of reallotted funds would be 
capped at the amount a State would have re
ceived for its allotment for the fiscal year in 
which it has been approved for extended par
ticipation (that is, in 1991, for example, a 
State could receive a sum equal to the total 
FY 1991 allotment it would have received if 
it had not requested and received extended 
participation). 

c. Notwithstanding the limitations under 
6.a., any funds remaining from either the FY 
1991 or 1992 appropriation after 6.a. and 6.b. 
would then be reallotted to those States that 
have met all fifth-year requirements, based 
on each State's proportionate share of the 
total funds remaining available for reallot
ment after 6.a. and 6.b. 

NOTE.-States cannot receive approval for 
extended participation more than two times. 

In closing, I thank Senators DUREN
BERGER, KENNEDY, and HATCH Con
gressmen OWENS and BALLENGE~, and 
representatives from the U.S. Depart
ment of Education for their efforts in 
developing this policy. I believe that 
this provision may prove to be the dif
ference that makes this visionary idea 
a reality in all States in our Nation. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to adopt the House bill. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of H.R. 2127, the Rehabilitation 
Act Amendments of 1991. The bill, 
which extends the expiring program 
authorities of the Rehabilitation Act of 
1973 for 1 year, also amends the Early 
Intervention Services Program author
ized under part H of the Individuals 
With Disabilities Education Act 
[IDEA]. 

THE 1973 REHABILITATION ACT 
Congress has long recognized the im

portance of providing programs and 
services that enable people with dis
abilities to enjoy lives of dignity and 
productivity. Under the Rehabilitation 
Act of 1973, a network of programs and 
services has been established to assist 
Americans with disabilities to prepare 
for employment and to develop inde
pendent living skills. In order to 
achieve the inclusion of people with 
disabilities into the work force and the 
community, the act provides funds for 
several broad program categories, in
cluding individual services, research 
programs, personnel training, and dem
onstration projects. 

The centerpiece of the act is the Fed
eral-State Vocational Rehabilitation 
Program, which provides Federal 
grants to States to help locate and ob
tain jobs for people with physical and 
mental disabilities. Some of the other 
important programs and institutions 
eligible for the 1-year extension in
clude the supported employment serv
ices for individuals with Severe Handi
caps Program, rehabilitation training 
grants, comprehensive services for 
independent living, centers for inde
pendent living, the projects with indus
try program, the National Institute on 
Disability and Rehabilitation Re-
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search, and the special demonstration 
projects. 
INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACT 

The Individuals With Disabilities 
Education Act [IDEA], formerly the 
Education of the Handicapped Act 
[EHA], is an integral part of our Na
tion's effort to ensure that children 
with disabilities have the opportunity 
to reach their fullest potential. Sadly, 
for many years, our Nation legally pre
vented children with disabilities from 
enjoying the social and academic bene
fits of public education. In 1975, against 
ths background of exclusion, Congress 
established a framework of services 
and programs to ensure children with 
disabilities, ages .3 to 21, an enforceable 
right to a free appropriate public edu
cation. 

Since the enactment of IDEA, Con
gress has come to recognize the impor
tance of providing early intervention 
services for infants and toddlers with 
disabilities. Statistical and anecdotal 
evidence underscores the need for serv
ices and programs designed to help 
these special children prepare for 
learning. While access to a free appro
priate public education is critical to 
the development of all children, it is 
essential to prime those with special 
developmental needs for the rigors of 
the classroom. 

In 1986, Congress created an optional 
State grant program to assist in the es
tablishment of statewide systems for 
early intervention services. This early 
intervention program, known as part 
H, is targeted to children from birth 
through 2 years of age who are devel
opmentally delayed, infants and tod
dlers at risk of substantial devel
opmental delay, or children with phys
ical or mental conditions that will 
probably result in substantial delay. 
Although part H focuses on the needs 
of infants and toddlers, it also recog
nizes the needs and importance of the 
family. 

Mr. President, this bill amends the 
Early Intervention Services Program. 
It creates a mechanism, known as dif
ferential participation, to enable the 
continued participation in part H of 
States having difficulty adhering to 
the program's original 5-year time line. 
The new funding mechanism is very 
simple, and all States are going to ben
efit from this improvement. 

The differential participation provi
sion provides rewards for those States 
submitting applications on time, and 
allows others experiencing fiscal hard
ship to become eligible for two 1-year 
extensions. All States granted exten
sions by the Secretary are allowed to 
remain in the program, with funding 
frozen at current levels of support. 
Then, the portion of the appropriations 
not distributed to the extension States 
is to be reallocated to the on-line 
States. Any remaining grant money is 
to be reallocated to those extension 
States with programs in place, dem-

onstrating compliance with fourth
year requirements. 

I am proud that Kansas was among 
the first States to successfully apply 
for a fourth-year grant under the part 
H program. The Kansas Department of 
Health and Environment, the Kansas 
Interagency Coordinating Council, and 
service providers across the State, such 
as the Early Childhood Development 
Center in Hays and the McPherson 
County Special Education Cooperative, 
deserve tremendous credit for their 
hard work and dedicated efforts on be
half of the youngest, most vulnerable 
Kansans. 

Mr. President, I ask my colleagues to 
support the Rehabilitation Act Amend
ments of 1991. As a Nation, we must en
sure that children with disabilities 
have equal access to a free education, 
and the corresponding opportunities to 
develop into independent and produc
tive members of our Nation's commu
nities. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of H.R. 2127 and commend our 
colleagues on both sides for their ef
forts on this proposal. 

It is critical that we proceed care
fully on the reauthorization of the Re
habilitation Act. With enactment of 
the landmark Americans with Disabil
ities Act during the last Congress, I be
lieve that Congress, the administra
tion, and the disability community 
need time to think through the various 
issues related to comprehensive reform 
of the Rehabilitation Act. 

Just as importantly, I want to com
mend my colleagues for the extensions 
to deadlines imposed in Public Law 99-
457. The new flexibility for States to 
request up to two 1-year extensions re
sponds to the request of many Gov
ernors, including the Governor of Wis
consin. At the same time, the changes 
create a generous incentive for States 
to stay on track with implementation 
of their zero through 2 programs. Each 
of us has, from time to time, heard 
from State officials who argue that 
Washington usually changes the rules 
to reward the noncompliant, while pun
ishing the States that have worked 
earnestly to fulfill the Federal require
ments and deadlines. 

The bill before us is a refreshing 
change and I am hopeful that the in
centive created will be substantial 
enough to prod my own State of Wis
consin in to committing the necessary 
State funds to stay on schedule with 
implementation of our birth to 3 pro
gram. As I understand it, if Wisconsin, 
for example were to request a 1-year 
extension to continue participation, it 
should receive somewhere in the neigh
borhood of $1.378 million. However, 
should Wisconsin redouble efforts, es
tablishing a comprehensive, coordi
nated, statewide family-based early 
intervention system consistent with 
Public Law 99-457, it would receive at 
least $2.043 million. Additionally, de-

pending on how many States take ad
vantage of the additional funds avail
able, there is the possibility that the 
State could receive up to 53 percent 
more in Federal support from the re
maining difference. 

Mr. President, I was informed earlier 
this year that Wisconsin would not be 
able to stay on course with making the 
program an entitlement by year 5 be
cause of the difficult economic period 
that Wisconsin and the Nation is tem
porarily experiencing. The legislation 
before us acknowledges those difficul
ties, but provides a financial incentive 
and a helping hand to States. Hope
fully, this incentive will encourage 
States to look beyond developmentally 
disabled infants and children for budg
et balancing and enable us to provide 
disabled children and their families the 
support and service coordination need
ed for quality of life. 

I commend my colleagues who have 
crafted this proposal and I encourage 
the States to embrace its challenge. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is before the Senate and open to 
amendment. If there be no amendment 
to be proposed, the question is on the 
third reading and passage of the bill. 

The bill (H.R. 2127) was ordered to a 
third reading, was read the third time, 
and passed. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the bill 
was passed. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AUTHORIZING USE OF THE HART 
BUILDING ATRIUM 

l\1r. BOREN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of Senate 
Resolution 130, a resolution authoriz
ing the use of the Hart Building atri
um, submitted earlier today by Sen
ator BURDICK. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 130) authorizing the 

use of the Hart Building atrium for a concert 
by the Congressional Chorus. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider
ation of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. BURDICK. I am submitting a res
olution today which will bring culture 
to our own Hart atrium. The resolution 
grants the Congressional Chorus au
thor! ty to perform a spring and a win
ter concert for each session of the 102d 
Congress. The chorus would perform 
from 12 noon to 1 p.m. on a day which 
would not disrupt Senate business. 

The Congressional Chorus, founded in 
1987, is composed of over 50 volunteer 
members from the legislative branch, 
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including the Senate, the House of Rep
resentatives, the Library of Congress, 
and the Congressional Budget Office. 
Under the musical direction of Dr. Mi
chael Patterson, the chorus serves as a 
showcase for American music. Its rep
ertoire includes classical compositions, 
traditional folksongs and spirituals, 
jazz classics, and Broadway show 
tunes. The members meet to rehearse 
during their lunch hours 1 day a week. 

The chorus presented its first concert 
in the atrium of the Hart Senate Office 
Building in December 1987, and went on 
to sing at the Inauguration of Presi
dent Bush in January 1989. They have 
performed for a wide variety of occa
sions on and around Capitol Hill, in
cluding the lighting of the Capitol 
Christmas tree, the gala benefit for the 
U.S. Capitol Building, and more re
cently at the John F. Kennedy Center 
for the Performing Arts. 

Mr. President, I commend the Con
gressional Chorus members for provid
ing us with this fine music and look 
forward to their concerts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

If not, the question is on agreeing to 
the resolution. 

The resolution (S. Res. 130) was 
agreed to, as follows: 

S. RES. 130 
Resolved, That the atrium of the Senate 

Hart Office Building may be used from 12 
noon until 1 p.m. on one day during the 
spring and one day during the winter of each 

session of the 102d Congress, for a concert of 
American music to be presented by the Con
gressional Chorus. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the reso
lution was agreed to. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

ORDERS FOR TOMORROW 
Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent when the Senate 
completes its business today, it stand 
in recess until 9:30 a.m. Wednesday, 
May 22; that following the prayer the 
Journal of proceedings be approved to 
date; that the time for the two leaders 
be preserved for their use later in the 
day; that there then be a period for 
morning business not to extend beyond 
the hour of 9:45a.m. with Senators per
mitted to speak therein; that during 
morning business Senator WOFFORD be 
recognized for up to 3 minutes and Sen
ator KENNEDY be recognized for up to 10 
minutes; further that when the Senate 
resumes debate on the McConnell 
amendment at 9:45a.m., the time from 
9:52 to 9:56 a.m. be under the control of 
the Republican leader or his designee; 
and that the time from 9:56 to 10 a.m. 
be under the control of the majority 
leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

PROGRAM 
Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, for the 

information of the Senate, and to rei t
erate statements made by the majority 
leader, tomorrow morning at 10 a.m. 
the Senate will vote on the McConnell 
amendment, to be followed shortly 
thereafter by a vote on the Wellstone 
amendment. 

RECESS UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, if there is 
no further business to come before the 
Senate today, and if the acting Repub
lican leader has no further business, I 
now ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate stand in recess as under the 
previous order until 9:30a.m., Wednes
day, May 22. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 9:24 p.m., recessed until Wednesday, 
May 22, 1991, at 9:30 a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by 

the Senate May 21, 1991: 
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

ROBERT MICHAEL GUTTMAN, OF THE DISTRICT OF CO
LUMBIA, TO BE AN ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF LABOR, 
VICE MARY STERLING. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
JUST COMPENSATION FOR NORTH 

DAKOTA TRIBES 

HON. BYRON L DORGAN 
OF NORTH DAKOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21,1991 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. Speaker, 
today I am reintroducing a bill which I intro
duced last year and which will provide long
overdue compensation to two North Dakota In
dian tribes whose lives and lands were dev
astated by public power projects. This bill will 
compensate the Three Affiliated Tribes and 
the Standing Rock Sioux Tribe for having their 
reservations inundated by the reservoirs be
hind the Garrison and Oahe Dams. A virtually 
identical companion measure has already 
been introduced by Senators BURDICK and 
CONRAD. 

This legislation is part of a wider and ongo
ing effort to compensate all the citizens of 
North Dakota for the loss of 500,000 acres of 
prime farmland and the adverse impacts of the 
Garrison and Oahe Dams. My State is still 
struggling to realize the promise of water de
velopment provided by the Garrison Diversion 
Reformulation Act. A string of broken Federal 
promises has prevented us from moving 
ahead with projects to deliver reliable supplies 
of water for drinking, industrial development, 
and irrigation in a semiarid State. 

The tribes themselves lost over 200,000 
acres of land as reservoirs swept across their 
tribal homelands. In the process, schools, hos
pitals, homes, and the only bridges spanning 
the Missouri River sectors of the reservations 
were destroyed. And so was a traditional cul
ture, society, and economy which had sus
tained these proud people for generations. 

DEVASTATING LOSSES 

Uprooted from the fertile Missouri River 
bottomlands, hundreds of Indian families were 
forced to abandon a way of life. Sadly, many 
have not found health or happiness in their 
new towns and new communities. The Three 
Affiliated Tribes, I learned at a 1987 hearing, 
lost their customary source of fresh fruits and 
vegetables and soon suffered a diabetes rate 
over 1 0 times the national average. 

Tribal members at Standing Rock faced 
much the same fate. Switching to the high so
dium, high fat, commodity foods and away 
from traditional diets has compounded the 
staggering problems of heart disease, diabe
tes, and kidney problems on the reservation. A 
1990 hearing which I held has pointed the way 
for some needed improvements, but there is 
still much to do. 

Unemployment rates often exceeding 50 
percent and rampant alcoholism continue to 
debilitate the lives of tribal members on both 
reservations. Despite earnest efforts to gen
erate jobs and to curb alcoholism, progress 
has been slow at best. 

This compensation legislation offers the op
portunity to reverse these sorry trends and to 
write a new chapter in the history of Federal
tribal relations. The bill declares that the Fed
eral Government unfairly compensated these 
tribes and now must seek to redress those 
wrongs, beyond the insufficient payments they 
received at the time of the taking acts. 

JTAC AND GAO RECOMMENDATIONS 

The legislation grows out of recommenda
tions from the Joint Tribal Advisory Commis
sion [JTAC], a special investigative body 
impaneled by Secretary of the Interior Hodel in 
1985. The Commission reported that "The 
tribes of the Standing Rock and Fort Berthold 
Reservations bore an inordinate share of the 
cost of implementing the Pick-Sloan Missouri 
River Basin Program mainstream reservoirs." 

The panel recommended financial and other 
compensation to make up the difference be
tween the tribes' actual loss and the amount 
they received at the time of the taking. The 
commission recommendations ranged from 
$180 to $350 million for Standing Rock and 
from $180 million to some $400 million for Fort 
Berthold. The General Accounting Office has 
determined that the commission overstated 
tribal losses and that a more accurate ac
counting would put the · respective losses at 
between $64 to $170 million for Standing 
Rock and $52 to $149 million for Fort 
Berthold. 

The bill provides compensation below those 
levels as a result of the GAO review and 
years of hard work and compromise. The chal
lenge was to find a level of compensation 
which reasonably redressed the tribe's losses 
while also taking account of our present fiscal 
pressures. The bill, therefore, authorizes eco
nomic recovery funds of approximately $90 
million in compensation to the Three Affiliated 
Tribes and $90 million for the Standing Rock 
Sioux Tribe. This reflects a midpoint in the 
range of GAO recommendations made on 
April 12, 1991. In addition, existing compensa
tion for some $60 million for irrigation con
struction at Fort Berthold is transferred to the 
recovery fund. These levels are identical to 
those in the Senate companion bill. 

COMPENSATION FOR EDUCATION AND ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT 

The compensation is provided not as direct 
payments but in the form of Economic Recov
ery Funds. The tribes may use only the inter
est from these funds for education, social wel
fare, economic development, and other pro
grams which must be approved by the Sec
retary of the Interior. Although the bill prohibits 
individual per capita payments, it does allow 
for the establishment by the Secretary of an 
Advisory Council for each reservation of at 
least five enrolled tribal members. This would 
provide a direct voice on the wisest use of in
terest earned on the recovery funds. 

In addition, the bill embraces recommenda
tions to sell or transfer certain lands no longer 
needed for management of the reservoirs to 

the tribes, to the prior Indian or non-Indian 
owners, or their heirs, and to the State of 
North Dakota. 

It further clarifies that the Standing Rock 
Sioux Tribe may undertake approved irrigation 
projects under the Garrison Reformulation Act 
throughout the reservation. The Bureau of 
Reclamation has currently imposed a legalistic 
limitation which confines irrigation to the im
mediate vicinity of the town of Fort Yates. This 
change will afford the tribe more flexibility in 
advancing economic development. 

Let me finally observe that the intent of this 
bill is to compensate two North Dakota tribes 
without causing an increase in public power 
rates-an increase which would adversely and 
inappropriately affect rural electric co-ops both 
on and off the reservations. 

In conclusion, I offer this legislation in order 
that we might craft the best possible com
pensation package. The Senate has begun 
hearings on its version and I hope that the 
House will soon do so as well. I understand 
that in those deliberations we may have to 
make some adjustments to this bill-whether 
to the terms of compensation, the delineation 
of Army Corps lands, the treatment of land 
transfers, or precise funding mechanisms. 

This is a very complex issue, although the 
need for action is crystal clear. I want to thank 
the tribes for their unending patience in writing 
a compensation bill. I seek my colleagues' co
operation, in turn, to see that justice is finally 
done. 

SPECIAL FOCUS NEEDED 

HON. GUY VANDER JAGT 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21,1991 

Mr. VANDER JAGT. Mr. Speaker, I am 
today introducing legislation to address a sig
nificant element of the greater campaign re
form issue, the use of negative, inaccurate, 
and unfair material in political campaigns. The 
National Campaign Review Board Act of 1991 
would form a nonprofit, private organization to 
provide a forum to review and arbitrate com
plaints of candidates who feel they have been 
unfairly attacked. 

Following last year's elections, newspapers 
across my district, indeed all over the Nation, 
ran editorials expressing the public's dismay 
over the negative nature of political cam
paigns. I am sure that many of my colleagues 
have similar experiences from their districts, 
and that every Member of Congress has re
ceived many letters, as I have, which express 
deep concern for the campaign process as a 
whole. 

I am sure we all have some personal famili
arity with negative advertisements-we may 
even have been tempted along that path our
selves. Some would argue that negative cam-

• This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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paigning is the natural byproduct of our adver
sarial political process. I strongly believe that 
negative campaigns have several damaging 
effects on our political system, and that truth 
in advertising ought to represent just that: The 
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the 
truth. 

The history of negative campaigns is well 
documented. Personal attacks and misrepre
sentations of the facts have been the tools of 
negative campaigners since the days of the 
Founding Fathers. However, many political ob
servers have recognized a recent trend in 
negative campaigns, and more specifically, 
negative advertising which is particularly dis
turbing. 

Campaigns which consist primarily of per
sonal attacks contribute to the growing public 
contempt for government. The correlation be
tween the increasing frequency of negative 
advertisements and the decreasing level of 
voter participation is difficult to deny or ignore. 
Campaigns which dwell on personal attacks of 
the candidate overshadow the substantive is
sues and differences in the candidate's posi
tions. The result is a less informed voter and 
decisions based on doubt and innuendo rather 
than facts and positions. As public servants, 
we must be very concerned when the way we 
campaign has a greater effect on the voter 
than the issues about which we campaign. 

Another consequence of negatively focused 
campaigns is the effect they have on the qual
ity of candidates. I am familiar with, and am 
certain we all know, several worthy candidates 
for public office who have chosen not to ex
pose themselves, or their families, to the in
tense scrutiny and personal attacks which 
characterize today's campaign process. 

In the past, there have been several propos
als to reduce the frequency and intensity on 
negative political advertisements. Many of 
these proposals have properly raised first 
amendment concerns relative to freedom of 
speech. I would like to propose an alternative 
approach to the problem through a National 
Campaign Review Board [NCRB]. 

The objective of the board would be to pro
vide a forum for disputes regarding allegations 
of lies, distortions, and misrepresentation of 
the facts in campaigns and advertising to be 
discussed. The NCRB membership would con
sist of a bipartisan board of members, ap
pointed by the major national political cam
paign committees, as well as representatives 
from the National Advertising Council. Once 
established, the board would solicit pledges 
from each candidate for national office to ad
here to a code of fair campaign ethics. Many 
of my colleagues will recall this practice from 
the privately sponsored Fair Campaign Prac
tices Committee, which promoted a code of 
ethics until it became largely inactive in the 
late 1970's. 

If a candidate feels his opponent has vio
lated this code, he may bring his complaint to 
the attention of the NCRB which will review 
the complaint and render an initial decision. If 
this decision is unacceptable to either party, 
the NCRB will utilize the services of arbitrators 
from the American Arbitration Association to 
provide binding arbitration of the dispute. 

Rather than micromanage the organization 
through legislation, I propose Congress should 
establish a charter for the organization, estab-
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lish its membership, and then leave the ad
ministrative questions to the NCRB when it 
becomes operational. Further, as this will be a 
private organization, it should be allowed to 
collect fees for service from candidates, cor
porations, individuals, and political action com
mittees. 

The advantages of my proposal are numer
ous. Since a promise to adhere to a code of 
ethics is entirely voluntary, there is no violation 
of first amendment rights. As a private organi
zation, the NCRB eliminates government in
volvement in judgments or enforcement of the 
rules, promoting self-regulation and the prompt 
resolution of disputes. Such an approach 
might also encourage advertising agencies to 
refuse to represent candidates who do not ac
cept the code of fair campaign ethics. Also, 
candidates, individuals, and organizations can 
publicize their support of the NCRB and the 
code of fair campaign ethics. 

I hope my colleagues will agree that now is 
the time to address the growing problem to 
negative political campaigns and that the Na
tional Campaign Review Board is an ideal ve
hicle to address this issue. I realize this pro
posal addresses only one small part of the 
overwhelming need for campaign reform, and 
that it is likely that this legislation may be in
corporated into a larger campaign reform 
package. However, I do hope that we will 
unite in opposition to negative campaigning, 
and I encourage and welcome support for my 
legislation. 

TRIBUTE TO GENE GREGORITS 

HON. GEORGE W. GEKAS 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21 , 1991 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to Gene Gregorits, a physical edu
cation teacher at Steelton-Highspire High 
School in Steelton, PA. Gene has earned an 
outstanding reputation as an educator and a 
promoter of the benefits of good physical fit
ness. 

Gene has had a remarkable record of ac
complishments in the field of bodybuilding, 
masters division-over 35 years of age-in
cluding Natural Mr. America (1986), Mr. Penn
sylvania (1987), International Championships 
(1987), Eastern Bodybuilding Championships 
(1987), Mr. North America (1988), World Invi
tational (1988), Mr. East Coast (1989), and 
Mr. U.S.A. (1989). 

The benefits of keeping in shape are well
known, and Gene Gregorits is a fine example 
of good physical fitness for his students and 
colleagues. I want to congratulate Gene on all 
of his accomplishments and his success in 
teaching our young people the importance of 
exercise and good health. 

THE SENATOR FROM 
PENNSYLVANIA 
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HON. PETER H. KOSTMAYER 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21, 1991 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Speaker, the ap
pointment of HARRIS WOFFORD to the U.S. 
Senate to fill the seat of the late John Heinz 
is a blessing for the State of Pennsylvania and 
for the Nation. 

The Allentown Morning Call last week gave 
high marks to Governor Bob Casey's choice. 

I urge my colleagues to read of the work of 
our distinguished new colleague. 

[From the Allentown Morning Call, May 9, 
1991] 

WOFFORD RIGHT CHOICE FOR SENATE 

From the beginning his name was near the 
top of the list of those considered possible re
placements for the late Sen. John Heinz. 
Few, if any, Democrats in Governor Casey's 
administration share his national stature. 
The roadblocks to his appointment were his 
residence in the southeastern part of the 
state and lack of widespread name recogni
tion. Still it is a puzzle why it took so long 
for Mr. Casey to make what seemed an obvi
ous choice. 

Yesterday the governor named Harris 
Wofford, Pennsylvania's secretary of labor 
and industry, to fill Sen. Heinz's office. It 
was a decision made after Mr. Casey ap
proached a number of others, including Al
lentown native Lee Iacocca, only to be 
turned down. The Republicans called the 
governor's search "desperate." Whether it 
was or not matters little. Mr. Wofford was 
his ace all along. 

The selection is particularly fitting consid
ering how well , Mr. Wofford's record matches 
that of Sen. Heinz. Where Sen. Heinz was 
well known as a tireless advocate for the el
derly, Mr. Wofford has demonstrated a broad 
concern for various segments of the national 
and world community. He helped found the 
Peace Corps with Sargent Shriver and was 
its associate director from 1964 to 1966. He 
was a counsel for the U.S. Civil Rights Com
mission during President Eisenhower's ad
ministration and served as a special assist
ant to President Kennedy. 

A lawyer by training, Mr. Wofford, 65, also 
served as president of Bryn Mawr College 
and is a firm believer in the importance 
schools play in making the commonwealth 
and nation economically competitive. As 
secretary of labor and industry, Mr. Wofford 
worked to preserve jobs in the state and 
played a key role in keeping Mack Trucks' 
headquarters and Macungie plant operations 
here. His approach has been to make the 
state a better place for both business and 
workers. He has demonstrated the skills of a 
consensus builder. 

In accepting the governor's appointment, 
Mr. Wofford noted that he had always want
ed to be a U.S. Senator. He recalled being 
told he could achieve his goals if he willed 
strongly enough for them. He says he is com
mitted to serve the state and nation to the 
best of his ability. He does not plan to be 
caretaker, having pledged to run for the re
maining three years of Sen. Heinz's term. If 
the Republicans hope to keep the Senate 
seat in November, they will need a candidate 
of Mr. Wofford's stature and integrity. Gov. 
Casey was wise-albeit slow- in selecting 
him. 
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DADE COLLEGE ASSISTANCE PRO

GRAM MAKES A DIFFERENCE 
FOR COLLEGE BOUND STUDENTS 

HON. ILEANA ROS.LEHTINEN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21, 1991 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, it is 
nothing short of a tragedy when an aspiring 
young person desires to pursue a college edu
cation but is thwarted by a lack of financial re
sources. The Dade College Assistance Pro
gram helps make a difference in allowing a 
deserving student seek higher education. This 
community-supported program provides assist
ance with college and financial aid applica
tions, scholarship information, and its own 
scholarships. It places special emphasis on 
making a wide variety of resources accessible 
to students and this has gained it the exclu
sive sponsorship of the Dade County School 
Board. 

The College Assistance Program began in 
1977 as pilot program funded by a U.S. De
partment of Education grant and it has grown 
tremendously over the years. During the 
1979-80 school year, the program assisted 10 
students with $3,740 in grant money. In the 
199D-91 academic year, the College Assist
ance Program helped 530 students with 
$409,550 in grants. The counseling and mone
tary awards have benefited many south Flor
ida blacks, Hispanics, and Asian-Americans 
seeking a college education. 

The program has broad community support 
and is the beneficiary of many charitable do
nations. The operating costs of the program 
are met through the generosity of the board of 
trustees and its advisory board. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend the leadership of 
the College Assistance Program Board of 
Trustees and Advisory Board in making this 
program available. The officers of the board of 
trustees are: John E. Porta, president; Charles 
Crispin, vice president; Natasha Lowell, vice 
president; Kevyn D. Orr, vice president; Lynne 
McDonnell, treasurer; Reggie Rogers, sec
retary; Earl W. Powell, past president. The ad
visory board is led by Octavia J. Visiedo, the 
superintendent Dade County Public Schools. I 
encourag~ these leaders to continue their 
good work in making the dream of a college 
education a reality to many deserving stu
dents. 

RAJIV GANDHI 

HON. MERVYN M. DYMALLY 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21,1991 

Mr. DYMALL Y. Mr. Speaker, it is with sor
row that I rise today to commemorate the 
death of former Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi, 
who had met an untimely death, in a similar 
fashion to his mother, Indira Gandhi before 
him, and his grandfather, the great Mahatma 
Gandhi. 

Mr. Speaker, I met with Rajiv Gandhi the 
night before he was sworn in as the Prime 
Minister of India. I had the distinct pleasure of 
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witnessing his swearing in ceremony while vis
iting India. Since then I joined other Members 
of Congress in inviting Mr. Gandhi to address 
a joint session of Congress, and I met with 
him on one other occasion. 

It saddens me deeply and many other 
Americans to see that the voices of violence 
and nonreason succeeded in assassinating 
another political figure in a great democracy 
such as India. Unfortunately those forces of vi
olence, have robbed India, not only of a great 
leader, which commanded the respect of the 
whole world, but also stole the right of millions 
of Indians to exercise their political and con
stitutional right for representation. 

I only hope that the people of India would 
turn this heinous act around by rallying in sup
port of their Government, look for inspiration 
on nonviolence and condemn all forms of eth
nic and political violence which only serves to 
erode the democratic nature of Indian society. 

To his family and the people of India I ex
press my profound sorrow. 

TRIBUTE TO BEA GADDY 

HON.KWEISIMRJME 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21, 1991 

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to an outstanding Marylander. Bea 
Gaddy is a woman who unselfishly spends 
every day of her life trying to ease the pain of 
the less fortunate. 

Ten years ago Ms. Gaddy won a prize in 
the Maryland lottery. Graciously, with her 
winnings, she fed 16 people who would have 
gone without Thanksgiving dinner. Last year 
Ms. Gaddy was able to expand her services 
and provide 1 0,000 hot Thanksgiving meals. 
On October 1, 1981, Bea Gaddy opened the 
Patterson Park Emergency Food Center. The 
center provides a daily soup kitchen, pantry, 
and shelter for women and children. The soup 
kitchen alone has fed over 150,000 people 
since opening. Additionally, Ms. Gaddy ac
cepts donated clothing for daily distribution 
within the center. 

Mr. Speaker, not only does Ms. Gaddy help 
the hungry and homeless, she also has pro
grams to prevent drug abuse. The services 
provide counseling and housing for the needy. 
Ms. Gaddy also has several different pro
grams for underprivileged children. Her goal is 
to keep children out of trouble by keeping 
them off the streets, and giving them some
thing constructive to do. During the long, hot 
summer months, Ms. Gaddy's day camp for 
Baltimore's at-risk children is designed to ac
complish this end. 

During the Christmas season, toys are col
lected and distributed to children throughout 
the Baltimore community. Ms. Gaddy is con
cerned with both the emotional and physical 
well-being of a child. Her newest program pro
vides early diagnosis for inner-city children 
poisoned by lead paint. 

Bea Gaddy has been called a "one woman 
social service agency". She has succeeded in 
taking many people off the streets of Balti
more. She provides food, shelter, clothing, 
counseling, and love, all of which represent 
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the basic things necessary for one's survival. 
For many years Ms. Gaddy has helped indi
viduals survive through her programs and 
dedication. Her goal is to help people so that 
they have a chance at a better life. She never 
wants to see anyone having to rummage 
through garbage cans or living in bus sta
tions-not if she can help it. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to express my ap
preciation to Bea Gaddy for all of the fine work 
she has done. She should be commended for 
her belief that one person can make a dif
ference. Indeed what a difference she has 
made. I am very proud to have the privilege of 
representing Bea Gaddy in the U.S. Congress. 
She alone has achieved more things for other 
people than most people could ever hope to 
do in a lfietime. Her love has shown that one · 
person can make a brighter tomorrow. I wish 
her the best in her future endeavors and I 
hope that she continues to share hope and 
faith with the people of Baltimore. 

TWO CALIFORNIA UTILITIES MOVE 
TO CUT GREENHOUSE GASES 

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21,1991 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I was greatly 
heartened today by the announcement from 
Southern California Edison Co. and the Los 
Angeles Department of Water and Power to 
reduce carbon dioxide emissions by 1 0 per
cent over the next decade. Additionally, they 
will reduce carbon dioxide emissions another 
10 percent by the year 2010. It is an important 
recognition of the world-wide scientific consen
sus that global warming must be dealt with 
now. This is the first utility or major corpora
tion that has recognized the seriousness of 
global warming and incorporated that fact into 
business decisions. 

Quoting John E. Bryson, Edison chairman 
and CEO, 

Taking prudent, reasonable economical 
steps to reduce C02 emissions is warranted 
by current scientific understanding of the 
potential for global warming. Our actions 
are consistent with the recent policy rec
ommendations of the National Academy of 
Sciences and we believe they make good en
vironmental, scientific, and business sense. 

I think it is critical to note that Southern Cali
fornia Edison believes that reducing carbon 
emissions makes good business sense. You 
do not have to believe in global warming to re
duce carbon emissions. There are enough 
other advantages, such as reducing the need 
for new powerplants by increasing energy effi
ciency, to make such moves prudent. 

Mr. 8peaker, I hope that other utilities and 
corporations will follow the important prece
dent that has been set by Southern California 
Edison and the Los Angeles Department of 
Water and Power. Legislation I have intro
duced would impose a tax on carbon emis
sions. This market-oriented approach would 
begin to incorporate the risks of climate 
change in the price of energy providing incen
tives to reduce carbon emissions in business 
decisions and consumer acts. 
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I would like to include in the RECORD today's 

Los Angeles Time article outlining Southern 
California Edison's announcement. 
[From the Los Angeles Times, May 21, 1991] 
UTILITIES TO CUT CARBON DIOXIDE EMISSIONS 

20 PERCENT 

(By Patrick Lee) 
In a major break with other U.S. indus

tries, the Southland's two largest electric 
utilities Monday announced ambitious plans 
to reduce their emissions of carbon dioxide
thought to contribute to global warming-by 
20% in the next 20 years. 

Both Southern California Edison and the 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power · 
said they will adopt programs to reduce car
bon dioxide emissions by 10% by the year 
2000 and another 10% by 2010 through con
servation programs and use of cleaner tech
nologies to generate power. 

Carbon dioxide, a product of combustion, is 
thought by many scientists to contribute to 
the greenhouse effect, which traps excessive 
heat in the heart's atmosphere. Cautious 
utility executives stopped short of accepting 
global warming as a scientific fact, but none
theless declared it sensible to take steps to 
control carbon dioxide emissions. 

"Taking prudent steps today to reduce C02 
emissions will ensure we have no regrets 
later if scientific research confirms that C02 
and other greenhouse gases in fact do cause 
global warming," Edison President Michael 
R. Peevey said at a news conference at Grif
fith Park. 

Environmentalists and others applauded 
the moves as the first by polluting U.S. in
dustries to deal directly with the issue of 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

"To me, it's a real breakthrough," said 
James Gustave Speth, president of the World 
Resources Institute, a nonprofit environ
mental policy research group. "No other 
company in the U.S. has made a comparable 
commitment to global climate protection 
like this, and I think it will be seen as a 
turning point." 

But the announcement puts the two utili
ties at odds with the Bush Administration 
and the bulk of U.S. industry, which oppose 
international efforts to impose strict stand
ards for carbon dioxide emissions. They 
argue that research is inconclusive and that 
money should be spent first on more studies. 

"Dramatic reductions in carbon dioxide 
... involve tremendous costs to society that 
are not fully appreciated and [also mean] 
. . . not only significantly higher energy 
prices, but an impact on the U.S. competi
tive position in the sphere of international 
trade," said Thomas G. Lambrix, a Phillips 
Petroleum Co. executive who is chairman of 
the Global Climate Coalition, a group of 80 
major companies and trade groups. "Any 
steps required to achieve major reductions in 
C02 we believe are extremely premature." 

Edison and the DWP pointed to a recent 
study by the National Academy of Sciences 
that concluded that the threat of global 
warming is sufficient to justify action now. 

"We're saying that there is a preponder
ance of evidence indicating that (C02) may 
be a source of global warming ... and we 
have concluded the prudent thing to do is re
duce our C02 emissions," said Eldon A. Cot
ton, DWP's assistant general manager for 
power. 

Edison put no cost figure on its reduction 
program. The DWP estimated that it would 
cost $12 million to cut emissions by 1.8 mil
lion tons by the end of the decade, with a 
similar cost per ton to double the reduction 
to 3.6 million tons by 2010. 
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Both utilities said the costs will not result 

in significant rate increases for customers. 
Observers pointed out that many of the 

programs outlined by the two utilities Mon
day were already in effect or would soon be 
required under new anti-smog rules proposed 
by the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District and the California Air Resources 
Board or recent amendments to the Federal 
Clean Air Act. 

But officials for each utility said their pro
grams would extend beyond current or pro
posed programs to cut air pollution. C02 is 
not now considered a pollutant and is not 
regulated by pollution agencies. 

The DWP's program includes: 
Phasing out the use of fuel oil to become a 

100% natural gas-fired utility within the Los 
Angeles basin. 

Implementing a $500-million, 10-year pro
gram to add emission controls to some 
power-generating plants and to update oth
ers. 

Proceeding as lead agency in an electrical 
vehicle program that would have 10,000 vehi
cles on the road by 1993. 

Stressing development of renewable energy 
sources, including geothermal and solar. 

Investing millions of dollars in consumer 
conservation programs. 

Promoting reforestation, including urban 
tree-planting programs. Additionally, the 
DWP is exploring the possibility of purchas
ing tracts of endangered rain forest in Latin 
America and elsewhere. 

Instituting a program, similar to a Unocal 
Corp. undertaking last year, that would pay 
owners of older, more-polluting cars about 
$700 each to junk them. 

Edison's plan includes: 
Increasing the use of renewable energy, in

cluding solar and geothermal. 
Improving the efficiency of about 1,500 

megawatt&-or 7.5%-of its generating capac
ity in the next decade by updating old 
plants. 

Phasing out use of fuel oil in favor of 
cleaner-burning natural gas. 

Encouraging conservation and increased 
energy efficiency for consumers and busi
nesses, including incentives to home devel
opers and rebates for the purchase of energy
efficient light bulbs. 

CONSERVATION OF TROPICAL 
FORESTS 

HON. MATIHEW J. RINALDO 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21, 1991 

Mr. RINALDO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
introduce a resolution to promote conservation 
of the world's tropical forests. Tropical forests 
contain more than one-half of the plant and 
animal species on Earth. Most of the world's 
medicines were derived from tropical forest re
sources. These rain forests are also a major 
absorber of atmospheric carbon dioxide. 

Despite the vital importance of rain forests 
to our global ecosystem, one-third of the 
world's tropical forests have already been de
stroyed and over 30 million acres are being 
cleared each year. My resolution would de
clare that it is U.S. policy to work with and fur
nish assistance to tropical forest nations to en
sure maintenance and sustainable uses of 
these forests. 
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It would also encourage nongovernmental 

organizations to implement sustainable forest 
management programs for conservation of 
tropical forests and biological diversity. In ad
dition, the resolution calls for the development 
of model demonstration projects and in
creased support for research and training in 
forest ecology and management. 

The resolution promotes inter-American co
operation over rain forests by establishing 
biolateral agreements with interested nations 
to share technology, experience, training, and 
research in tropical forest conservation. Fi
nally, the resolution requires the President to 
report to the Congress on the progress made 
in carrying out the resolution 1 year after the 
date of enactment. 

Tropical forests contain the greatest diver
sity of life found in any type of ecosystem on 
Earth. Whenever a tract of any significant size 
is cut down, species adapted to that specific 
area can be lost. They are a key source of the 
medicines we use. Deforestation clearly con
tributes to the greenhouse effect and resultant 
global warming. We must act now to save our 
tropical forest from extensive destruction. 

I urge my colleagues to support this resolu
tion. 

THE ESOP PROMOTION AND 
IMPROVEMENT ACT 

HON. BERYL ANTIIONY, JR. 
OF ARKANSAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21, 1991 

Mr. ANTHONY. Mr. Speaker, today I am 
proud to join with 35 of my colleagues in intro
ducing the ESOP Promotion and Improvement 
Act of 1991. 

ESOP is the acronym which stands for "Em
ployee Stock Ownership Plan." The Congress 
first sanctioned ESOP's in the Employee Re
tirement Income Security Act of 1974. An 
ESOP is an ERISA plan that creates an own
ership stake for the employees in the corpora
tion in which they work. 

Since ERISA sanctioned ESOP's, the num
ber of ESOP's, and the number of employees 
participating in ESOP's has grown tremen
dously. Research funded by the ESOP Asso
ciation finds that there are approximately 
11 ,000 ESOPs covering 11 million employees. 
In my State of Arkansas, tHe number is ap
proximately 53 companies and with nearly 
340,000 employee participants. 

There is ample evidence, especially over 
the past 5 years, that employees can benefit 
greatly in financial terms by having an owner
ship stake in their corporation, and that an 
ownership culture among employees can 
greatly enhance the overall quality of work and 
competitiveness of the corporation with em
ployee ownership. 

Unfortunately, only so-called "C" Corpora
tions can sponsor an ESOP, not the popular 
"S" corporations, generally small and mid
sized corporations, comprising nearly a third of 
all corporations in America. 

The bill we are introducing today would per
mit "S" corporations to sponsor ESOPs so 
that they too can have employee ownership. 
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The bill also includes the following provi

sions: 
First, restoration of the exception to the 1 0 

percent early withdrawal tax for distributions 
from an ESOP to those participants under the 
age of 59112 years; 

Second, doubling of the allowable contribu
tion to an ESOP for those employees earning 
less than $30,000 per year; 

Third, restoration of the ESOP law permit
ting closely-held corporations to assume the 
State tax liability of an estate which trans
ferred stock of the corporation to an ESOP; 

Fourth, clarifications that ESOP's and the 
popular 401 (k) plans may be combined to 
benefit employees; and 

Fifth, allowing employees an extra 60 days 
to bid for ownership of their employer if foreign 
interests are seeking to buy the employer. 

It is important for Congress to emphasize its 
support for employee ownership which is the 
essence of our free enterprise/capitalistic sys
tem. 

So, in the days ahead, I and my 35 col
leagues will actively seek others to join our ef
forts to promote and improve ESOP's. 

A TRffiUTE TO THE JEWISH F AM-
ILY SERVICE OF GREATER 
MIAMI 

HON. ILEANA ROS.LEHTINEN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21, 1991 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, on June 
2, the Jewish Family Service of Greater Miami 
will hold their 70th anniversary gala dinner. 
The Jewish Family Service of Greater Miami 
has been serving Dade County's Jewish com
munity since 1920. Through the years, the 
Jewish Family Service has witnessed a dra
matic shift from the traditional family unit to al
ternatives in family living: The single-parent 
family, step-families, and the caregiver family. 
The Jewish Family Service has helped numer
ous Jewish families grow into a stronger family 
unit. 

As the Jewish Family Service has kept pace 
with changing lifestyles, so has it faced the cri
sis of emerging social issues such as AIDS, 
substance abuse, and eating disorders. The 
Jewish Family Service has even expanded its 
existing services to better serve a growing 
population of older adults and young children. 

The Jewish Family Service' mission has re
mained the same throughout the years: To as
sess the needs of the community and meet 
those needs with innovative programming and 
services that utilize the latest and most proven 
methods of treatment. 

The commitments to fulfilling this mission 
are reflected in the dedication of the Jewish 
Family Services' board of directors. I am de
lighted to commend Ralph Cheplak, Madelyn 
Merritt, Gary Yarus, Miriam Hinds, James 
Feltman, Rosemary Furman, Sue Rose Sam
uels, Stuart Altman, Millicent Seidner, Isaac 
Fisher, Grace Goldstein, Mary King Leban, 
Robert Maland, Oren Manning, Gail Meyers, 
Jeffrey Newman, the Honorable Robert New
man, Eli Papir, Patricia Papper, Rabbi Rex 
Perimeter, Dorothy Podhurst, Goldie Rand, 
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Sondra Reiff, the Honorable Eleanor 
Schockett, Pamela Sirota, Samuel Smith, Joe 
Unger, Sharry Teplis Veil, Barbara 
Wasserman, Hilda Werblow, Steven Zack, 
Melvin Becker, Leah Freund, Linda Minkes, 
and Harold Tannen. It is because of their sup
port that Jewish Family Services strengthens 
and preserves individual and family relation
ships in order for a brighter future for the Jew
ish families of tomorrow. 

NICARAGUA 

HON. WilliAM (Bill) CLAY 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21, 1991 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, U.S. foreign policy 
is too often about short-sighted military solu
tions and not often enough about long-range 
diplomatic efforts. My former Missouri col
league, Senator ToM EAGLETON made some 
very insightful remarks after Nicaraguan Presi
dent Violets Chamorro's visit to Congress last 
month. I commend his comments which aired 
on KSDK-TV in St. Louis on April 21: 

Remember Nicaragua? It's in a place called 
Central America. Now do you remember it? 

Back when President Reagan was in office, 
Nicaragua was the make-or-break battle
ground against Communism. Unless we 
threw out the Sandinistas, our nation's lib
erty was at stake. 

Well, we threw 'em out at the ballot box. A 
gracious old lady was elected President and 
she hired our enemies, the Sandinistas, as 
her army. 

Last week, President Bush and Congress 
asked her to speak to a joint session of Con
gress. Only a few Senators and Congressmen 
even bothered to show up. Nicaragua was 
yesterday's story. Today it's the Kurds. A 
year from now, we won't remember them. 
Johnny Kurd-isn 't that his name-plays 
first base for Philadelphia. Right? Americans 
are short on money and even shorter on 
memory. 

THE 26TH AMENDMENT AND LOW 
VOTER PARTICIPATION AMONG 
YOUTHS 

HON. PETER HOAGLAND 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21 , 1991 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Speaker, this spring 
marks the 20th anniversary of the ratification 
of the 26th amendment to the Constitution that 
allows 18- to 20-year-olds the right to vote. 
This amendment was intended to broaden 
democratic participation in the United States 
by granting more young people a greater say 
in the future of our country. Regrettably, how
ever, voter participation of this age group has 
declined considerably in the past 20 years. 
The original promise that the 26th amendment 
held for America's youth and this Nation's 
electoral process appears greatly faded. in 
1991. 

In the 1988 Presidential election, only 33.2 
percent of 18- to 20-year-olds voted. There 
are many reasons behind this disappointing 
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turnout. More than half of the 18- to 20-year
olds in America were not registered for the 
last Presidential election. The U.S. voter reg
istration process is cumbersome, and unlike 
many other countries, it places the entire bur
den of registration on the individual. Some 
young Americans are often preoccupied with 
private concerns and do not grasp the impor
tance of voting and participating in the demo
cratic process. 

The declining participation of America's 
youth is very disturbing because voting is a 
fundamental part of our Nation's democratic 
system. Habits of good citizenship are and 
should be formed at young ages. The future 
strength of America's democracy therefore de
pends on encouraging civic values in our Na
tion's youth. 

There are many possible solutions to this 
problem that merit attention. Voter registration 
reform is necessary to enfranchise more 
young adults. There are many ways to make 
registering to vote easier, including high
school voter registration programs or making 
registration automatic when a citizen applies 
for a driver's license. In addition, high schools 
should provide opportunities for community 
service in order to promote greater youth par
ticipation in civic and public life. 

The 26th amendment provided the legal 
right for America's 18- to 20-year-olds to be
come directly involved in the democratic elec
toral process. I now call upon America's young 
people to exercise this right, and to mobilize 
their contemporaries to register and vote. 

TRIBUTE TOM. SGT. LARRY 
MORTON 

HON. 1HOMAS J. BULEY, JR. 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21,1991 

Mr. BULEY. Mr. Speaker, in all the debate 
regarding our Nation's defense requirements, 
little mention is made of one of the most im
portant factors in America's defense readi
ness, the morale of our fighting people. There 
is little more important that we can do than 
recognize those who have given of them
selves to ensure the security and well being of 
our country. 

Over the past 21 years, the U.S. Air Force 
has enjoyed the faithful and dedicated service 
of one of my constituents, M.Sgt. Larry Mor
ton. Master Sergeant Morton entered the Air 
Force in March of 1970. Since that time, he 
has served as one of America's finest. He 
served overseas at Hickham Air Force Base, 
HI; Elmendorf Air Force Base, AK; Kunsan Air 
Base, Korea; and Hahn Air Base, Germany. 
Here in the continental United States, he 
served at Langley Air Force Base in Virginia, 
and Seymour Johnson Air Force Base in 
North Carolina. 

Make no mistake, Mr. Speaker, Master Ser
geant Morton's assignments have been de
manding and his performance has been exem
plary. His devotion has won him numerous 
awards including the Meritorious Service 
Medal, the Air Force Commendation Medal 
with two oak leaf clusters, the Air Force Good 
Conduct Medal with six oak leaf clusters, and 
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the National Defense Service Medal with a 
bronze service star. 

I join Master Sergeant Morton's many 
friends and colleagues in saluting him for his 
dedicated and distinguished support to our 
Nation's defense. His contributions exemplify 
the mission of the U.S. Air Force and will be 
sorely missed. Thank you Master Sergeant 
Morton for serving your country so well. 

THANK YOU, ED KILDUFF 

HON. DONALD M. PAYNE 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21, 1991 

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to bring to the attention of my col
leagues a special occasion to occur on Thurs
day, May 23, 1991. That occasion is a retire
ment celebration for Edward Kilduff. after 35 
years as an imaginative, highly committed 
leader of the Family Service Bureau of New
ark, he has chosen to retire. Ed's commitment 
to strong family structures and the family serv
ice structure is second to none. 

Ed Kilduff has been tirelessly devoted to the 
nonprofit service organization movement for 
many years. He has displayed this devotion by 
actively serving as vice president and sec
retary of the Newark Christmas Fund, chair
man of the board of the Essex County Service 
for the Chronically Ill, a director of the Senior 
Service Corps, a member of the New Jersey 
Association of Family Agencies, an active 
campaign leader for the United Way of New
ark and West Hudson, a former State presi
dent and lieutenant governor of the Kiwanis, 
and a former State president of the National 
Association of Social Workers. Ed Kilduff, a 
diplomate in clinical social work, was an ad
junct professor of the faculty of Seton Hall 
University for 18 years. 

Mr. Speaker, I know my colleagues will want 
to join me as I wish Edward Kilduff good 
health and best wishes for what I am sure will 
be an active retirement. 

ESOP PROMOTION AND 
IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1991 

HON. CASS BAllENGER 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21, 1991 

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
great pride that I join with my colleagues 
BERYL ANTHONY, DANA ROHRABACHER and 33 
other Members of this House in introducing 
the "ESOP Promotion and Improvement Act of 
1991." 

I am a cheerleader for ESOP's because I 
have direct knowledge of employee-ownership 
through an ESOP. My company in Hickory, 
NC established one 15 years ago. I started an 
ESOP at my company due to the bureaucratic 
redtape created by the Employee Retirement 
Income Security Act [ERISA]. An ESOP 
seemed the best way to give my employees a 
meaningful stake in the company, provide 
them with economic security and a say in the 
management of the company. 
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Today, most of the employees-76 per
cent-at my company participate in the ESOP. 
The remaining employees participate in a 
401 (K) plan. 

The company stock was purchased at $2.30 
a share and has increased in value to $16.05 
a share after a 4-for-1 split. The stock is now 
worth over 27 times its initial price. The em
ployees currently own 32.2 percent of the 
stock in the company, valued at a over $3 mil
lion. 

I can say to my colleagues that the employ
ees of my family business are grateful to ev
eryone who has promoted the idea of em
ployee ownership-mainly the father of 
ESOP's-Dr. Louis Kelso. Unfortunately, Dr. 
Kelso passed away this past February. But 
without his inspired leadership, we would not 
have ESOP's today. Also, former Senator 
Russell Long continues to fight as hard as 
ever for ESOP's and we appreciate all that he 
has done and will continue to do. 

The ESOP Promotion and Improvement Act 
of 1991, in brief, contains the following pro
posals: 

Permits Sub S corporations to sponsor an 
ESOP; 

Restores the prior-law ESOP exception to 
the 1 0-percent early withdrawal tax for dis
tribution to individuals under age 59112; 

Permits contributions up to 50 percent of 
pay for those ESOP participants making less 
than $30,000 per year; 

Restores the prior-law that allows ESOP 
closely-held corporate sponsors to pay estate 
tax if an estate transferred the stock of the 
corporation to an ESOP; 

Clarifies that ESOP's and 402(k) plans may 
be combined; and 

Permits employees to have additional time 
to bid on their corporation if foreign interests 
are trying to acquire the employer. 

In addition to my family business, there are 
approximately 168 ESOP's in North Carolina 
covering 141 ,570 employees. I am proud to 
sponsor legislation that helps give employees 
a meaningful stake in a company, provides 
them with economic security, and a say in 
how the company is run. 

WORKER ADJUSTMENT 
ASSISTANCE 

HON. HOWARD WOLPE 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21, 1991 

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, I would like to in
sert into today's CONGRESSIONAL RECORD an 
excerpt from a report entitled, "North Amer
ican Free Trade Agreement: Too Fast a 
Track?" prepared by the staff of the Foreign 
Affairs Subcommittee on International Eco
nomic Policy and Trade. This excerpt address
es the critical issue of worker adjustment as
sistance. 

The full text of the report is available at the 
subcommittee offices in Room 702, House 
Annex I. Members offices may also call the 
subcommittee at 226-7820 to obtain a copy of 
the report. 

The material follows: 
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WORKER ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE 

Prior to the commencement of negotia
tions on the North American Free Trade 
Agreement, the President should make more 
than just promises to assist American work
ers who may be adversely affected by the 
trade agreement; he should commit himself 
and his administration to specific programs 
and funding levels for worker adjustment as
sistance. 

Worker adjustment assistance should be 
supplementary to normal unemployment 
programs and targeted toward those workers 
directly affected by a free trade agreement. 
The President should specify the dollar 
amount of the assistance to be provided to 
displaced workers, the length of coverage 
and the program terms before Congress votes 
on whether to give the administration fast
track negotiating authority. 

The advent of a North American Free 
Trade Agreement may well be, as proponents 
of the free trade agreement believe, in the 
best long term interests of the United 
States. It could provide the United States 
with a sizeable new market for its goods and 
services and create a climate of greater eco
nomic stability and confidence. But even for 
those who believe that the benefits will, in 
the long run, outweigh the costs, there still 
remains the issue of what those costs will be 
and how to mitigate their impact on Amer
ican workers. 

The report by the International Trade 
Commission on The Likely Impact on the 
United States of a Free Trade Agreement 
with Mexico states that "an FTA with Mex
ico would probably have little effect on over
all level of employment" in the United 
States. The report goes on to say, however, 
that the impact will fall disproportionately 
on unskilled workers and those who are em
ployed in certain sectors of our economy 
such as textiles, automobile manufacturing, 
glassware and winter fruits and vegetables. 
Given that unskilled workers comprise up to 
70 percent of the U.S. labor force and that 
the affected industries are concentrated in 
certain regions of the country, it would ap
pear that the impact for many Americans 
may not be as inconsequential as the ITC re
port would lead us to believe. 

American workers employed in these sec
tors have reason to be concerned about the 
price they may have to pay for free trade, 
particularly since the executive branch has 
not in recent years demonstrated a great 
deal of concern for those who have already 
been displaced by a declining defense budget, 
the recession, and foreign trade. The Presi
dent's budget request for fiscal year 1992, in 
fact, proposes the elimination of the Trade 
Adjustment Assistance Act (TAA), a pro
gram which provides training for workers 
dislocated by foreign competition. The Presi
dent also proposes reductions in the Commu
nity Service Employment for Older Ameri
cans so that the number of participants 
would be reduced by 12,000 in fiscal year 1992. 

None of the S200 million in defense conver
sion assistance that was passed by Congress 
and signed into law by the President last fall 
as part of the fiscal year 1991 Defense Au
thorization Act has yet been disbursed, even 
6 months into the fiscal year. 

Even the program that Vice-President 
Quayle helped to create, the Job Training 
Partnership Act (JTPA), is slated for sharp 
reductions. According to the Department of 
Labor, if the President's fiscal year 1992 
budget request were to be approved by Con
gress, 224,000 fewer Americans would benefit 
from JTPA employment and training pro
grams next year. 
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If President Bush wants to receive fast

track negotiating authority from a Congress 
that is worried about job losses from an 
FTA, he should put aside his fiscal year 1992 
budget proposals and come forward with a 
proposal for specific and substantive trade 
adjustment assistance. A promise to address 
the issue at some later date after a free trade 
agreement with Mexico has been signed will 
not suffice. 

A renewed commitment by the President 
to the workers of this country should in
clude, at minimum, education, training for 
new skills and job creation. Enhanced or ex
tended unemployment benefits and plant 
closing notification for industries directly 
affected by the NAFTA should also be incor
porated. Devising such a program requires 
careful consideration. The President could 
take a look at similar programs in other 
countries like Germany, Japan, South Korea 
and the European Community for models of 
how worker adjustment can work. 

For instance, in 1987 when the steel indus
try in West Germany had to adjust to a situ
ation of excess steel capacity in the Euro
pean Community, the government placed a 
priority on its national steel policy to create 
replacement jobs for the tens of thousands 
who had lost their jobs. The German govern
ment took similar measures with respect to 
shipbuilding, coal and the aerospace indus
try. 

It is well known that when Japan makes a 
decision as a nation to embark on industrial 
reorganization, as in the case of shipbuilding 
or textiles, it also traditionally provides for 
the retraining and new employment of af
fected workers. These protections tradition
ally have made it possible for Japan to un
dertake major new initiatives without sac
rificing the welfare of its work force. 

These adjustment programs generally in
clude services for development of employees' 
abilities, an employment stabilization fund 
to provide subsidies to employers who carry 
out measures to prevent unemployment or 
stabilize employment in situations of eco
nomic fluctuation or structural change, and 
an unemployment insurance system. 

The European Community may provide the 
best model for the U.S. These 12 nations have 
made a commitment to those who may be af
fected by the unification of the community 
in 1992. While their perspective is necessarily 
broader than the NAFT A because the EC is 
also a political entity, they recognize that 
they are faced, as is the United States, with 
the difficult question of how to accommo
date free trade between richer and poorer na
tions. European countries vary tremendously 
in wealth and in the development of their 
economies. In terms of purchasing power and 
GNP, the differences between the richer and 
the most disadvantaged regions in Europe 
are on the order of 1 to 5. The average hourly 
wage of Portuguese workers is only 14 per
cent of Danish workers while unemployment 
levels range from a low of 2 percent in Lux
embourg to 30 percent in some areas of 
Spain. The EC countries have concerns as 
well about the lower standards of workplace 
safety, environmental protection and health 
and pension benefits in many of the poorer 
countries in the Community. 

And like the U.S. today, the European 
Community also faces the threat that com
panies from the wealthier, industrialized 
north will move south (what they call 'social 
dumping'), where wage rates are so much 
lower. There is also the fear that "certain 
countries would deliberately keep wages and 
social welfare standards low so as to attract 
investors, thus jeopardizing existing or 
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planned new jobs in the U.K., the Nether
lands, Denmark and Germany". The Euro
pean Community acknowledges that these 
dangers are real. And, in fact some of their 
fears have been realized as companies from 
Germany and France have already set up 
businesses in southern Europe. The southern 
tier countries of Spain and Portugal have 
seen a dramatic increase in recent years in 
foreign investment from the north. 

The EC, however, it has taken steps to 
lessen the threat posed by cheap labor and 
lower standards within the Community. It 
has instituted specific programs to bring 
standards among the wealthier and poorer 
nations of the Community closer together, 
with the aim of eventually raising the living 
and working conditions of a country like 
Portugal to the level of Luxembourg or the 
Netherlands. According to the Commission 
of the European Communities. 

"When the 12 Member States of the EC 
signed the Single European Act in 1986, they 
agreed to harmonize minimum regulations 
on health and safety in the working environ
ment across the EC, and then to encourage 
improvements in those standards in order to 
guarantee workers a better level of protec
tion. The harmonization does not prevent 
Member States from keeping or introducing 
stricter measure in conformity with the 
Treaty". 

The European Community has allocated 
approximately $51.5 billion over four years 
(1989-1993) for a broad array of programs in 
education, vocational training, retraining of 
workers, regional development and for the 
improvement of agricultural marketing and 
production. Moreover, this assistance is not 
just for the poorer countries of Greece, Ire
land, Spain and Portugal but for hard hit 
pockets of the wealthier countries as well. 
Specific industries in the northern countries 
of France, Great Britain and Germany such 
as coal, textiles and steel that have been in
jured by foreign competition and declining 
demand have benefited from the EC's broad 
economic adjustment programs. 

In sum, the European Community is speed
ily pursuing an ambitious program of eco
nomic union (including free trade) while at 
the same time implementing programs to 
take care of those who may pay a price in 
the short-term for policies that are meant to 
benefit their countries in the long-term. 

The Congress has traditionally adopted a 
similar attitude with respect to major new 
legislation. In years past, Congress created 
special worker protection programs in asso
ciation with the Regional Rail Reorganiza
tion Act, the Trade Act of 1974, the Redwood 
National Park Act and Airline Deregulation. 
Most of these programs involved monetary 
benefits, health, welfare and pension pay
ments, training, job search and relocation al
lowances to affected workers. 

In more recent years both the Clean Air 
Act and the fiscal year 1991 Defense Author
ization contained provisions to assist work
ers who may be dislocated due to their em
ployers compliance with the Clean Air Act 
and those who lose their jobs due to reduced 
Federal spending on defense or because of 
closures of military facilities. 

In both instances, Congress amended Title 
III of the Job Training and Partnership Act 
to make these workers eligible for adjust
ment and training services and needs related 
payments. For fiscal year 1991, the Clean Air 
Act authorizes $50 million for clean air em
ployment transition assistance, with no 
more than $250 million to be spent for fiscal 
year 1991 through fiscal year 1995. The fiscal 
year 1991 defense authorization act provides 
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for $200 million for the implementation of 
the defense conversion adjustment program 
for defense workers. 

On May 1, 1991, the President responded to 
letters from Congressmen Gephardt and Ros
tenkowski and Senator Bentsen which spe
cifically asked for the President's views on 
assistance to workers affected by an FTA. In 
that letter the President stated that his Ad
ministration "is committed to working with 
the Congress to ensure that there is ade
quate assistance and effective retraining for 
dislocated workers". In the report accom
panying his letter, the President went on to 
say that a worker adjustment program could 
be addressed in legislation implementing a 
North American Free Trade Agreement. 

Congress could wait until the negotiations 
are over before addressing the issue and hope 
that the President's somewhat vague prom
ise will translate to sufficient funding next 
year. But American workers deserve more 
than promises. Congress should make a spe
cific dollar commitment for specific worker 
adjustment programs a condition for grant
ing fast-track negotiating authority. 

HONORING THE YOUNG ACHIEVERS 
PROGRAM 

HON. GEORGE W. GEKAS 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21,1991 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to the Young Achievers Program in 
Lycoming County, PA. This program recog
nizes and honors young people aged 6 to 15 
who excel scholastically and perform outstand
ingly in a variety of activities. 

The Young Achievers Showcase is a pilot 
program set up in the Williamsport area by the 
International Professional Photography Guild 
and the International Leadership Network. I 
want to acknowledge the efforts of David 
Becker and Kathy Caschera, two local resi
dents who have worked diligently to develop 
this program locally and to encourage the ef
forts of young people who have strived to do 
their best academically and civically. 

I also want to honor those young people 
who have been recognized as "Young 
Achievers." They have been nominated by a 
number of local clubs and organizations, Little 
League, 4-H clubs, hospitals, and other 
groups for their accomplishments in sports, 
Scouting, music, the arts, academics, and 
many other activities. It is very important that 
we as a society recognize the good things that 
our young people do and encourage these 
positive and beneficial activities to the fullest 
extent. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask all of my colleagues to 
join me in honoring the Young Achievers Pro
gram in Lycoming County and hope that it can 
lead the way for Young Achievers to be a suc
cess across America and around the world. 
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GUATEMALA MOVES FORWARD 

HON. BOB LMNGSTON 
OF LOUISIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21,1991 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, Guatemala 
continues to make progress on its long trek to
ward a more free society. This journey is not 
without its setbacks and not always easy; 
however, progress is being made in resolving 
the bloody civil war and stabilizing the cur
rency. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
read into the RECORD several articles from the 
April 1991 Guatemala Watch, an independent 
newsletter that covers important matters relat
ing to the country: 

PRESIDENT SERRANO LAUNCHES "SOCIAL 
PACT" PROGRAM 

Through Government Accord Number 129-
91, which was made official on March 1, the 
President of Guatemala, Jorge Serrano, 
called upon the Guatemalan private section, 
labor unions, and cooperatives, to partici
pate in the "Social Pact" program. 

The legal document describes the Social 
Pact as a method to "create the atmosphere 
of understanding, confidence and certainty 
which the country demands". The objective 
of this program is to achieve economic and 
social stability, in order to insure economic 
growth within a "socially just and free 
framework". (G.A. no. 129-91) 

The government has invited labor groups, 
cooperatives, and the private sector to par
ticipate in the study, negotiation and for
malization of the Social Pact. 

For this purpose, a Social Pact Commis
sion was formed, with 10 representatives 
from both the labor and private sectors, 4 
representatives from the cooperative sector, 
4 delegates named by President Serrano, and 
the Ministers of Labor, Economy, Finance, 
Agriculture, Urban and Rural Development, 
and the Government Rationing Deputy. They 
will serve ad-honorem. (OFISEM; El Grci[ico, 
Mar. 4) 

A formal convocation ceremony was held 
in the evening of March 1 in the National 
Palace. Here, the Government Accord No. 
129-91 was publicly signed by President 
Serrano, Vicepresident Gustavo Espina, and 
the entire cabinet. Representatives of the 
various social groups called upon to partici
pate in the. pact were present. (El Grafico, 
2Mar.) 

PRESIDENT SERRANO AND GUATEMALAN NA
TIONAL REVOLUTIONARY UNION (URNG) 
LEADERS MET IN COSTA RICA 
In mid-March, President Serrano and other 

government officials met with Guatemalan 
National Revolutionary Union (URNG) lead
ers in Costa Rica to re-open the peace nego
tiation process. It has been almost a year 
since the first peace reunion, coordinated by 
the National Reconciliation Commission 
(CNR), took place in Oslo, Norway. 

Prior to President Serrano's departure, the 
government issued a press release titled 
"Guatemalan Government willing to talk 
with URNG to achieve Total Peace". The 
document says President Serrano is commit
ted to reaching a peace agreement with the 
URNG and reaffirms his respect for the 
agreements signed in Oslo last year. The 
communique says the government wants to 
sign the definitive peace agreement as soon 
as possible, and suggests Oslo as a suitable 
meeting place. 
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Government officials said that commu

nication with the guerilla has been constant 
since President Serrano took office, using 
the CNR as an intermediary. 

On March 18, President Serrano was met at 
the San Jose airport by Costa Rica's presi
dent, Rafael Calderon. After President 
Calderon's welcoming speech, President 
Serrano stated that he was glad to be in 
Costa Rica to propose that the URNG sign a 
final peace treaty. He said he would analyze 
the URNG's proposals and form a govern
ment commission to seek reasonable solu
tions so that peace can be achieved. Accord
ing to President Serrano, the government is 
well intended and imposes no conditions. 

On March 20, President Serrano publicly 
unveiled the "Serrano Peace Plan". The plan 
commits the Guatemalan authorities to 
begin negotiations with the guerrillas within 
five days of a date set by the CNR and the 
URNG. It adds that peace must be total, un
conditional, socially just, and respectful of 
the existing legal framework. President 
Serrano affirmed that the Guatemalan 
Armed Forces supports his peace plan. 

The URNG's spokesperson in Costa Rica, 
Mr. Hector Nuila, said that the guerrilla be
lieves it will be impossible to sign a total 
peace agreement in Oslo, as President 
Serrano desires. President Serrano does not 
set specific dates or make concrete propos
als, Mr. Nulla told reporters. He added that 
the URNG has not abandoned its pre-agree
ment conditions, which include 1) the demili
tarization of the country, 2) an end to repres
sion, and 3) the convocation of a National 
Constituent Assembly, where the guerrillas 
are to participate in the modification of the 
1985 Constitution. 

The clandestine URNG press agency, 
CERIGUA, released a communique which 
states that top insurgency leaders believe 
the Serrano Peace Plan is unilateral and pre
mature. The URNG is still willing to partici
pate in a negotiation process coordinated by 
the National Reconciliation Commission, 
but will not give up arms. (Prensa Libre. Mar. 
17 & 19; Siglo Veintiuno, Mar. 20, 21) 

THE NEW PRESIDENT OF THE CENTRAL AMER
ICAN ECONOMIC INTEGRATION BANK (BCIE) 
VISITS GUATEMALA 
The new Executive President of the 

Central American Economic Integration 
Bank (BCIE for its Spanish acronym), Mr. 
Federico Alvares, visited Guatemala in mid
March. This visit was part of a tour through 
Central America, which aims at motivating 
the administrators of BCIE's branches in 
each country and assisting in the reorganiza
tion of local offices. 

Mr. Alvares told Guatemalan reporters 
that his main objective, as president of 
BCIE, is to restructure the bank's adminis
tration to make it more efficient. 

Mr. Alvares took office on March 1. He is a 
native of Costa Rica. His vice president is 
Mr. Jose M. Gaitan, and the new BCIE direc
tor in Guatemala is Mr. Alexey De 
Synegoub. 

The Central American Economic Integra
tion Bank is oriented toward reactivating 
the Central American regional unity system. 
It is financed through contributions by mem
ber countries, including extra-regional mem
bers such as Mexico and the Republic of 
China. 

The bank also receives help from inter
national organisms like the U.S. Agency for 
International Development (AID). According 
to Mr. Alvares, BCIE has maintained a good 
reputation internationally because it honors 
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its debts. (Prensa Libre. Mar. 13; G. W., Aug. 
'90) 

EUROPEAN TOURISM TO GUATEMALA IS 
PROMOTED 

A delegation formed by representatives of 
public and private organizations and headed 
by the director of the Guatemalan Tourism 
Institute (INGUAT), Mr. Alfonso Reimers, 
recently travelled to Europe to promote 
Guatemala as a tourist destination in 
France, Germany and Italy. 

From February 20 to 24, the Guatemalan 
delegation set up a stand at the tourism fair 
in Milan, Italy. Here, travel packages were 
sold to Italian tourist agents and. whole
salers. In addition, Mr. Reimers met with 
leading travel agencies to offer the support 
of Guatemalan authorities in the execution 
of official paperwork. In March, the group 
successfully participated in Berlin's 25th 
"International Tourism Exchange." 

For the first time, European tourism oper
ators were furnished with a handbook to help 
them organize and sell trips to this country. 
This book includes vital data on the main 
tourist sites, tariffs, the climate, sports 
areas, recreational activities, and anthropo
logical resources. 

The Guatemalan delegation informed its 
European audience that, within an area of 
42,042 square miles, visitors can find lakes, 
mountains, beaches, age-old runs, colonial 
architecture, a varied indigenous culture and 
modern travel facilities. (Prensa Libre, Mar. 3 
& 13) 

TOURISM FAIR TO BE HELD IN GUATEMALA 
The Guatemalan Chamber of Tourism 

(CAMTUR) and the Guatemalan Tourism In
stitute (INGUAT) are planning a tourism 
fair, called "Kaal Kabil", which will take 
place form September 1 to 7, 1991, in Guate
mala City. 

The objective of Kaal Kabil is to promote 
tourism to Guatemala among important 
tourism wholesalers. The organizers expect 
150 major wholesalers to come to the fair, 
where they will purchase tourism packages 
which can then be resold to travel agencies 
in their respective countries. 

The packages include visits to popular 
tourist sites such as the Maya city of Tikal, 
colonial Antigua, Lake Atitlan, 
Chichicastenango, and Izabal. 

This is not the first time CAMTUR orga
nizes such a fair, but this year the INGUAT 
has pledged to help in any way possible be
cause these activities significantly stimulate 
tourism to Guatemala. 

INGUAT authorities said that 500,000 visi
tors came to this country during 1990, gener
ating a foreign currency income of U.S. $182 
million. 

The Tourism Institute expects the number 
of tourists travelling to Guatemala to double 
by the year 2000. (Siglo Veintiuno, Feb. 22) 

GUATEMALAN AIRLINES WILL FLY TO EUROPE 
AND CANADA VIA THE UNITED STATES 

The Guatemalan and U.S. governments re
cently signed an ageement treaty which au
thorizes Guatemalan airlines to expand their 
flights to the United States. Guatemalan 
planes can now fly directly to Dallas, At
lanta, Chicago and New York, in addition to 
previous destinations such as Miami, Los 
Angeles, New Orleans and Houston. 

Moreover, Guatemalan aircraft will fly to 
Canada and Europe through the United 
States. According to Mr. Alvaro Heredia, 
Minister of Communications and Public 
Works, Guatemala is the only Latin Amer
ican country authorized to do this. 
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Mr. Heredia said President Serrano's ad

ministration anticipates that this treaty 
will increase the tourism flow to and from 
Guatemala. (OFISEM, Siglo Veintiuno, Mar. 
13) 

PRIVATE FREE TRADE ZONES WILL EMPLOY 
30,000 WORKERS BY 1996 

The Industrial Policy Office of the Min
istry of Economy has authorized the oper
ation of two private free trade zones (FTZs) 
in Guatemala: the "Zeta Industrial Park," 
located in Amatitllin, Guatemala, and the 
"Guatemala Woo Yang Desarrollo, S.A.," in 
El Tejar, Chimaltenango. According to the 
FTZs developers' estimates, these two sites 
will create at least 30,000 new jobs in the 
next five years. 

Zeta Industrial Park began operations on 
July 1, 1990. The 426,400 square feet complex 
is approximately 30 minutes away from Gua
temala City. According to the company re
port filed with the Industrial Policy Office, 
the owners of this site will invest Q. 29 mil
lion (quetzales*) in the project and will em
ploy 13,000 people within five years. 

Guatemala Woo Yang Desarrollo, S.A. is in 
the construction phase and will open on Jan
uary 15, 1992. The Industrial Policy Office 
said this FTZ will measure 457.612 square 
feet and will create approximately 17,000 
jobs. The estimated total investment for this 
free trade Zone is Q. 37 million. 

Both FTZs will house 65 new businesses: 33 
will be of a commercial nature and the re
maining 32 will be industrial enterprises. 

These private free trade zones were created 
as a result of the 1989 Free Trade Zone Law 
(Decree 65-89), which aims at promoting in
vestment in Guatemala. This law expanded 
the tax and tariff benefits previously limited 
to the state-run "Trade and industry Free 
Zone" (ZOLIC), a bonded area on the Atlan
tic Coast, to all private and public investors. 
FTZs can now be created anywhere on Gua
temalan territory. FTZs enjoy tax exemp
tions on the value added tax (VAT), import 
taxes on capital goods, equipment and ma
chinery, and others. The exchange rate with
in the zones is free and people working with
in these areas do not have to use commercial 
or state banks for the sale or purchase of for
eign currencies. (Prensa Libra, Mar. 13; 
OFISEM; G.W. Aug. '90; FUNDESA) 

EXPORTS INCREASE BY 26 PERCENT IN 1990 
The One-Step Export Office (known in 

Spanish as "Ventanilla Unica") authorized 
U.S. $1.6 billion in exports during 1990. Ac
cording to the director of this office, Mr. 
Mario Tercero, this amount is 26 percent 
more than the sum recorded for 1989. 

Mr. Tercero noted that the greatest export 
growth was registered in Guatemala's trade 
with Central America. Guatemalan exports 
to this region in 1990 were 90 percent higher 
than during the previous year, reaching a 
volume of $448 million. Mr. Tercero at
tributes this amazing hike to Guatemala's 
comparative price advantage and to financ
ing options available with the region. 

Exports to the rest of the world grew by 12 
percent, to $1.153 billion. Traditional prod
ucts, such as coffee, sugar and bananas, still 
account for most of the exports, but non
traditional exports also grew. Textiles, foods 
and. chemical products were the most traded 
non-traditional products. (OFISEM) 

*Exchange rate: Q. 500=U.S. $1.00 
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INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION PROMOTES 

INVESTMENT IN GUATEMALA 

On February 20, the Project Preparation 
Union for the Caribbean (PPUC) and the 
Guatemalan Enterprise Chamber (CAEM) 
signed an agreement to promote private in
vestment in Guatemala. In accordance with 
this treaty. CAEM's investors Service Center 
will identify private sector projects requir
ing PPUC financing and counciling. Thus, 
the Enterprise Chamber will serve as an 
intermediary between local entrepreneurs 
and the PPUC, providing them with all the 
necessary information and coordinating re
unions. 

The agreement document was signed by 
the Guatemalan Minister of Finance, Ms. 
Raquel Zelaya; the PPUC General Manager. 
Mr. Damian von Stauffenberg; and CAEM's 
president, Mr. Jose Orive. 

At present, the PPUC is studying the via
bility of various investment projects in Gua
temala, including a hotel with 104 suites, a 
meat processing plant, and a wood process
ing plant for export production. 

PPUC was founded in 1981 under the aus
pices of the United Nations' Development 
Program (UNDP). It is managed by the Inter
national Finance Corporation and is affili
ated to the World Bank. The PPUC is funded 
by various international organisms and the 
central banks of Canada, the United States, 
the Netherlands, Japan, Germany, and the 
United Kingdom. 

PPUC operates in 27 countries throughout 
the Caribbean and Central America. Since 
1981, it has drafted 98 proposals for invest
ment in finance, agriculture, tourism, and 
industrial projects. It has obtained funds for 
57 of these ventures, which generated over 
6,600 jobs. The services provided by this orga
nization include consulting, project evalua
tion, financing, and technical advice. 
(OFISEM) 

U.S. AID FUNDS A RURAL ELECTRIFICATION 
PROJECT 

In early March, the U.S. Agency for Inter
national Development (AID) donated Guate
mala U.S. $2 million for a rural electrifica
tion project. In turn, the Guatemalan gov
ernment will invest $3.3 million in this ven
ture. The plan is to install a 187.5 mile dis
tribution network, which will bring elec
tricity to 400 rural communities. 

The official donation documents was 
signed by Mr. Terence Brown, Director of 
AID: the Guatemalan Minister of Finance, 
Ms. Raquel Zelaya, the Minister of Energy & 
Mines, Mr. Leonel Hurtarte; and the presi
dent of the state-owned electric company 
(INDE), Mr. Renata Fernandez. (Siglo 
Veintiuno, Mar. 9) 

COMMERCIAL MISSIONS FROM HOUSTON AND 
AUSTRIA GUATEMALA 

The Guatemalan Chamber of Commerce or
ganized two commercial missions to Guate
mala, one from Houston and one from Aus
tria, to improve trade relations with other 
countries. The Houston mission arrived in 
Guatemala City on March 12 and met with 
Guatemalans who wish to 1) invest in the 
United States, 2) learn about commercial 
banks in the U.S., or 3) export nontraditional 
products to that country. 

The 14 members of the delegation from 
Houston represented firms specializing in 
beauty products, telecommunications equip
ment, public relations cargo and mer
chandising, and patient/outpatient treat
ment. 

The Austrian mission's objective is to in
crease trade between that European nation 
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and Guatemala. The mission members rep
resent eight firms involved in a wide variety 
of economic activities: pharmaceutical prod
ucts, veterinary sciences, agroindustry, re
frigeration, welding machinery, metallur
gical industry, and environmental manage
ment. These business people hope to find 
Guatemalans interested in representing their 
firms and importing their products to this 
country. (OFISEM) 

A TRIBUTE TO BRIG. GEN. CELES 
KING, III 

HON. MERVYN M. DYMAI!Y 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21, 1991 

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
salute Brig. Gen. Celes King, Ill for his service 
which earned him the respect and admiration 
of his colleagues and superiors in the Califor
nia State Military Reserve. During the period 
between January 8, 1990 to January 8, 1991, 
Brig. Gen. Celes King, Ill distinguished himself 
as special assistant to the commander, Cali
fornia State Military Reserve. 

If not for his aggressive efforts, the State 
Military Reserve might have been eliminated 
due to threatening budget cuts. He developed 
a public awareness program that helped per
suade citizens, key legislators and other elect
ed officials of the important role of the State 
Military Reserve and its many public service 
accomplishments. 

General King was recently saluted for his 
outstanding achievement by receiving a com
mendation medal as special assistant to Maj. 
Gen. Ronald H. Markarian who is commander 
of the California State Military Reserve. 

Mr. Speaker, it is men like Brig. Gen. Celes 
King, Ill that help support our countries needs 
by his service and dedication. 

BAHA'I COMMUNITY 
EMANCIPATION RESOLUTION 

HON. WAYNE OWENS 
OF UTAH 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21,1991 

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to introduce, along with 12 of my col
leagues, a resolution expressing the sense of 
the Congress that the President should con
tinue to urge the Government of Iran to grant 
the Baha'i community those rights guaranteed 
by the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, 
to emphasize that the United States regards 
Iran's human rights practices as a significant 
element in the development of its relations 
with Iran, and to cooperate with other govern
ments and international organizations to pro
tect the rights of the Baha'is and other minori
ties in Iran. 

Mr. Speaker, there is ample evidence that 
the Iranian regime is sensitive to international 
criticism, and that resolutions such as this 
serve a useful purpose. Now, as Iran seeks to 
rebuild its ties to the West, we must make 
clear Congress' continuing concern for Iran's 
human rights practices, particularly its treat
ment of Baha'is and other religious minorities. 
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Since 1982, Congress has adopted four res

olutions calling on the Iranian Government to 
cease repressive actions against the Baha'is, 
Iran's largest religious minority. These resolu
tions have won broad bipartisan support. The 
1990 Baha'i resolution, for example, was 
adopted by a 404-to-0 vote. · 

While acknowledging some recent improve
ments in the situation of individual Baha'is, 
this resolution emphasizes that the Baha'i 
community continues to be denied legal rec
ognition and the basic rights to elect its lead
ers, educate its youth, and carry on the nor
mal activities of a law-abiding religious com
munity. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to support this 
important resolution. 

SALUTE TO THE NATIONAL ASSO
CIATION OF RETffiED FEDERAL 
EMPLOYEES [NARFE] AND TO 
THE MARYLAND FEDERATION OF 
CHAPTERS [NARFE] 

HON. CONSTANCE A. MOREllA 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21,1991 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
recognize and congratulate the National Asso
ciation of Retired Federal Employees [NARFE] 
for their 70 years of continuous service to 
Federal retirees and to recognize the Mary
land Federation of Chapters of NARFE on the 
occasion of their 30th State convention. 

Though NARFE has been known by other 
names in the past, the Association of Retired 
Federal Employees, the National Association 
of Retired Civilian Employees and then-to 
coincide with the organization's 50th anniver
sary-the National Association of Retired Fed
eral Employees, it has always taken the lead 
in preserving, enhancing, and fighting for ben
efits for Federal annuitants, potential annu
itants, and their families. 

Income security was the prime reason for 
the formation of the organization 70 years 
ago. However, NARFE has been a leader in 
other significant issues, such as health care 
for Federal employees and retirees. NARFE 
was in the forefront in the successful effort to 
repeal the catastrophic surtax. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to also extend my best 
wishes to the Maryland Federation of Chap
ters [NARFE]. The federation, which is com
prised of 35 chapters, will be holding its 30th 
State convention from May 27 through May 
30. I want to particularly recognize Martin 
Wish from the Eighth District of Maryland who 
is serving as the president of the Maryland 
Federation. Marty has performed a yeoman's 
task of keeping me informed about NARFE's 
legislative priorities and concerns. He is living 
proof that Federal employees are talented and 
dedicated during their tenure as civil servants 
and they continue to be so after retirement. 

Mr. Speaker, I applaud NARFE and the 
Maryland Federation of Chapters on their suc
cesses and wish them the very best in their 
future endeavors. 
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FORMER REPRESENTATIVE 
JOSEPH MARAZITI 

HON. DEAN A. GALLO 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21, 1991 

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Speaker, it is customary for 
this body to recognize the passing of a former 
Member of this House, and to express our 
condolences to his family. 

Former U.S. Representative Joseph 
Maraziti, who served the people of New Jer
sey in the 93d Congress, passed away yester
day at the age of 78. 

Joseph James Maraziti was born in Boon
ton, NJ, and became a lifelong participant in 
the political process. 

He was admitted to the bar in 1938, and im
mediately became involved in government 
service, as legislative secretary for the State 
senate and assembly, Boonton municipal court 
judge and first assistant prosecutor, Morris 
County. 

Joseph Maraziti served as a member of the 
New Jersey Assembly from 1958 to 1967, and 
as a member of the State senate from 1968 
to 1972. He was an active participant in Re
publican politics. 

As a freshman Member of Congress in 
1973, Joseph Marazeti was a member of the 
House Judiciary Committee, which was as
signed the fateful task of hearing testimony 
into what had by then become known as Wa
tergate-an assignment that was to alter the 
career of many individuals, including Joseph 
Maraziti. 

Even after he left Congress in January 
1975, Joseph Maraziti continued to be in
volved in politics. 

He also stayed active within the legal pro
fession until his passing. 

Mr. Speaker, Joseph Maraziti was an able 
legislator, who served the people of his district 
well. His primary emphasis was constituent 
services, which he performed with distinction. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in express
ing our condolences to his wife, Eileen, and to 
his sons and daughters, Joseph, Charles, 
Mary Ellen, Margaret, Maria, Catherine, and 
Eileen. 

He will be missed by all. 

SAINT XAVIER HIGH SCHOOL'S 
COMMUNITY ACTION PROGRAM 

HON. CHARLES LUKEN 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21, 1991 

Mr. LUKEN. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
take this opportunity to congratulate the volun
teers of the Saint Xavier High School's Com
munity Action Program on being selected as 
the 452d "Daily Point of Light." • 

Saint Xavier's Community Action Program 
offers students four ways of serving their com
munity: an after school volunteer program, a 
Big Buddy Program, a Big Brother Program, 
and a community service class. Over 40 per
cent of the student body voluntarily participate 
in the school's community action programs. 
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Each student does community work that he 

is interested in performing. After school, stu
dents can give their time to hospitals, young 
students who need tutoring, children at day 
care centers, the rehabilitation of homes for 
low-income families, or to assist the staff at or
phanages. The school's Big Buddy Program 
matches students with boys from the local 
Boys Club. This program meets every other 
Saturday and the boys participate in rec
reational activities with their buddy partner 
from Saint Xavier School. The school's Big 
Brother Program is similar to the Buddy Pro
gram in that the students meet underprivileged 
children but the children for the Big Brother 
Program are found through the local school 
systems or social service agency. The children 
participate in scheduled activities in this pro
gram as well. 

The volunteers at Saint Xavier should be 
considered role models for the youth of tomor
row. They have gained the respect and admi
ration of the local social service programs and 
the community. I would like to repeat both my 
appreciation and my admiration for their ac
complishments. I am hopeful that other stu
dents will emulate their sense of pride and 
dedication to the community. 

THE PASSING OF COL. GEORGE A. 
CUSTER III 

HON. JOHN D. DINGELL 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21, 1991 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
inform you that an outstanding citizen of Mon
roe, Ml, Col. George A. Custer Ill, passed 
away this past weekend. A veteran of World 
War II, Korea, and Vietnam, Colonel Custer 
made many honorable contributions to our 
community and his presence will be sadly 
missed. 

During his illustrious career in the Army, 
Colonel Custer received such prestigious 
decorations as the Silver Star, the Distin
guished Flying Cross and eight air medals. As 
a member of our Armed Forces, Colonel Cus
ter never failed to defend the interests of his 
country. 

Recently, Colonel Custer had shouldered 
the task of preserving his family name. Known 
throughout the region for his charitable works 
and interest in Monroe's history, Colonel Cus
ter believed deeply in the honor of his name 
and had returned home to preserve the mem
ory of his ancestor. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to convey my 
deepest sympathies to his survivors, including 
his wife, Margaret. Truly, Colonel Custer was 
an honorable man who will be affectionately 
remembered. 
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"NORTH AMERICAN FREE TRADE 

AGREEMENT: TOO FAST A 
TRACK?'' 

HON. SAM GEJDENSON 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21, 1991 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to insert into today's CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
an excerpt from a report entitled, "North Amer
ican Free Trade Agreement: Too Fast a 
Track?" prepared at my direction by the staff 
of the Foreign Affairs subcommittee on Inter
national Economic Policy and Trade. 

The full text of the report is available at the 
subcommittee offices in room 702, House 
Annex I. Members offices may also call the 
subcommittee at 226-7820 to obtain a copy of 
the report. 

ENVIRONMENT 

The President should declare that all envi
ronmental issues are on the table for nego
tiations on a North American Free Trade 
Agreement because the environment has a 
direct cause and effect relationship to trade. 

Environmental standards can have a direct 
impact on the level of trade among countries 
and trade can have both an immediate and 
long-term impact on the environment. Com
panies that must comply with the new 
stricter provisions of the Clean Air Act 
Amendments of 1990 (PL 101-549) in the Unit
ed States, for example, are sure to incur 
greater costs than companies based in Mex
ico that have no such standards with which 
they must comply. The companies based in 
Mexico, therefore, benefit from a lower cost 
of doing business, amounting to a production 
subsidy. These production subsidies enjoyed 
by Mexican companies have a direct impact 
on the competitiveness of companies that 
continue to operate in the United States 
under U.S. laws. 

While there may be many factors in a com
pany's choice of location, including infra
structure, telecommunications, and the level 
of skill of the workforce, the costs associated 
with complying with U.S. environmental law 
are not an insignificant factor and may tip 
the balance in favor of a relocation to Mex
ico. Indeed, for many companies that have 
already relocated to Mexico, it was the de
ciding factor. Joseph Haring, Director of the 
Pasadena Research Institute says that be
tween 40 and 50 furniture manufacturers 
have moved to Mexico to escape Southern 
California's air quality standards. Furniture 
industry employment has declined from 
85,000 employees in 1987 to 55,000 today. 
Haring predicts that half of the region's 
125,000 metal-finishing jobs will be lost to 
Mexico over the next five years as the em
ployers look for less stringent environmental 
rules by which tlley must work. 

The environment must be made a key issue 
in the free trade negotiations for another 
reason; the increased trade associated with 
such an agreement will put an additional 
strain on the environmental resources of the 
countries involved. 

The border region will be most imme
diately and seriously affected. Dramatically 
increased trucking to and from Mexico, for 
example, will surely elevate air pollution 
levels in the region. Water and sewage facili
ties, already greatly strained on both sides 
of the border, will, if present circumstances 
continue, be insufficient to cope with in
creased trade and investment. As Sergio 
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Reyes Lujan, Mexico's Subsecretary for En
vironment in the Secretariat of Urban Devel
opment and Ecology (SEDUE) has said, "We 
believe that we are having more and more 
important problems in the border area due to 
the growing of the maquiladora industries 
and some other industries." 

The interior of Mexico is also likely to ex
perience much greater pollution if the $25 
billion or so in additional investment that is 
anticipated from a free trade agreement is 
not linked directly to the country's ability 
to manage the additional burden on its infra
structure. 

For the United States, a free trade agree
ment that does not allow for the mainte
nance of its higher environmental standards 
could have a deleterious effect on everything 
from meat inspection to reforestation to 
clean air standards. Without such assur
ances, U.S. standards could be challenged as 
trade barriers. This would create pressure on 
the United States to lower its standards in 
the challenged areas. A dispute resolution 
mechanism that insures proponents of strong 
environmental standards an opportunity to 
demonstrate that U.S. standards are envi
ronmental measures and not trade restric
tive measures is essential to safeguard U.S. 
standards. 

A free trade agreement that does not ad
dress the environment will bring a very high 
price for Mexico and the United States. 

Mexico's environmental situation is al
ready very serious. Mexico City is one of the 
most polluted metropolitan areas in the 
world and by the government's own esti
mates, more than one million hectares of 
forests, and land that supports crops and 
livestock will be irretrievably lost over the 
next seven to ten years. 

Even worse are the Maquiladoras on the 
U.S.-Mexico border. The Maquiladora zone 
was created in 1964 to permit plants on the 
U.S. border to bring foreign inputs into Mex
ico duty-free for assembly into products to 
be shipped back into the United States. 
When entering the United States, the prod
ucts are only assessed a tariff on the value
added portion. Since 1964, 1,800 plants have 
been set up employing half a million Mexi
can workers. This rapid and concentrated 
growth on the border has created a night
mare of crowding and pollution. The Council 
on Scientific Affairs of the American Medi
cal Association calls the border region "a 
virtual cesspool" of pollution and disease. 
Consider the following: 

a regional groundwater aquifer in San 
Elizario is so contaminated that 35 percent 
of the chi.ldren have contracted Hepatitis-A 
by age eight and 90 percent of the adults 
have contracted the disease by age 35; 

high levels of cadmium, chromium, ar
senic, and other chemical industrial by-prod
ucts from nearby Maquiladora manufactur
ers have been found in the groundwater at 
Nogales, Arizona; 

the New River which flows from Mexico 
into California is so contaminated with 
human and industrial waste that the State's 
regional water quality control board de
clared it a health hazard; and 

air pollution from factories near Monterey, 
Mexico, have so pervaded the atmosphere 
that they have affected the air in the Big 
Bend and f}uadaloupe U.S. National Parks 
and the Grand Canyon in Arizona. 

Absolutely free trade and unregulated for
eign investment will only worsen the situa
tion in the southern United States and Mex
ico if left unaddressed in a free trade agree
ment. 

Environmental measures need to be taken 
immediately. An environmental impact 
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statement (EIS) in accordance with the Na
tional Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
needs to be conducted before negotiations on 
a free trade agreement commence. NEPA, 
passed by the Congress in 1969, requires that 
"all major federal actions" which "signifi
cantly affect the quality of the environ
ment" include a thorough environmental as
sessment. Negotiations on a trade agreement 
to reduce all tariff and non-tariff barriers on 
all products traded between the three North 
American countries certainly constitutes a 
"major federal action." 

To date, no Administration official has de
nied that an EIS is legally mandated. Rath
er, the President, under pressure from envi
ronmental groups, has directed that an 
interagency "environmental review" of is
sues related to the NAFTA be conducted in a 
"timely fashion." An EIS, however, is more 
comprehensive than just a review of environ
mental issues. An EIS would be expected to 
include, at minimum: 

What the short-term impact of specific 
trade actions will be on the environment. 
For example, an EIS should estimate how 
much additional air pollution will be created 
by increased trucking of goods across the 
border. 

What irreversible and irretrievable com
mitments of resources will there be in a free 
trade scenario. An EIS can, for example, give 
an assessment of what non-renewable re
sources like oil or natural gas will be ex
pended in a NAFTA. 

What less environmentally damaging al
ternatives to various options for trade liber
alization exist. 

A comprehensive revie\f of the environ
mental impact of a free trade accord on the 
U.S., at least, is needed before negotiations 
start. The trade negotiations must have the 
information provided by an EIS in hand if 
they are to make informed and environ
mentally sound choices on trade policy dur
ing the course of the negotiations. 

Within the context of the free trade talks 
themselves, several issues are important to 
safeguarding our environment. First, any ef
fort to harmonize environmental regulations 
should be done in such a way as to create an 
upward pressure on implementing regula
tions. A model to be avoided is the proposal 
by the United States in the Uruguay Round 
of the GATT talks to harmonize food safety 
standards along the lines of the Codex 
Alimentarius. The Codex guidelines are sub
stantially weaker than U.S. law, and if 
adopted in the GATT would permit the chal
lenge of U.S. environmental laws on the 
grounds that they constitute an "unfair 
trade practice." Adoption of Codex-like har
monization rules will allow (and could re
quire) the United States to relax standards 
and could well restrict the ability of Amer
ican consumers and advocacy groups to press 
for new standards. 

We have seen how environmental standards 
can be threatened by free trade agreements 
in the U.S.-Canada FTA. Already, Canada 
has challenged the EPA's asbestos regula
tions under provisions of the FT A. Canada 
alleges that EPA's regulations that institute 
a phase-out on the production, import, and 
use of asbestos are an unfair barrier to trade. 

The U.S. has also used the U.S.-Canada 
FTA to challenge Canada's environmental 
practices. The non-ferrous metals industries 
have charged that Canada's program of loans 
and investment credits to help its lead, zinc, 
and copper smelters to put in pollution con
trol devices such as smokestack scrubbers in 
order to reduce sulfur dioxide emissions that 
lead to acid rain is an unfair trade practice. 
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The U.S. industries accuse the Canadian gov
ernment of unfairly aiding the competitive
ness of its smelters by helping them to re
duce their emissions. 

In addition to protecting U.S. gains in en
vironmental protection, upward harmoni
zation of environmental rules, by which a 
nation is required to adhere to minimum 
trinational standards but is allowed to adopt 
or keep higher standards, would have a sig
nificantly positive effect on Mexicans as 
well. It would compel the government of 
Mexico to gradually adopt higher environ
mental standards and stricter enforcement. 

Provision should be made in the FTA for 
additional funding for environmental protec
tion in Mexico. Specifically, monies must be 
made available for the institutional 
strengthening and monitoring activities of 
Mexico's counterpart to EPA, SEDUE. 
SEDUE currently has an annual budget of 
only $3.1 million and fields only 140 inspec
tors nationwide. According to the Texas Cen
ter for Policy Studies, "Overall, SEDUE has 
only about 300 vigilance and protection per
sonnel for all environmental issues in Mex
ico." In the area of the protection of threat
ened or endangered species, SEDUE has only 
4 or 5 employees for each state in Mexico. 

There are a number of possible ways fund~ 
ing could be arrived at. A user fee could be 
levied on companies operating in Mexico to 
pay for the increased strain they put on the 
environment. Penalties could be assigned to 
companies that do not meet standards estab
lished in the FT A for hazardous waste dis
posal or emissions standards on the principle 
that the "polluter pays." Or, debt-for-nature 
swaps could be used to apply interest pay
ments that the Mexican government would 
ordinarily pay on official debt owed to the 
United States to much needed infrastructure 
improvements, environmental clean-up, or 
greater enforcement. SEDUE itself is consid
ering assessing user fees on foreign indus
tries operating in Mexico to help finance reg
ulatory efforts. User fees of this nature are 
common in the United States. 

Senator McCain of Arizona has proposed a 
S1r. million contingency fund to address envi
ronmental problems generated by an FTA. 
Under Senator McCain's proposal, the fund 
would be reimbursed by companies that are 
shown to be responsible for the environ
mental damage. 

To say, as President Bush has, that "only 
through economic growth will Mexico obtain 
the resources necessary to address its tre
mendous environmental needs" is to ignore 
the lessons of many years of environmental 
battles. Expenditures on environmental pro
tection are not a priority for governments, 
particularly governments such as Mexico 
which must meet tremendous human needs 
every day. Increased national prosperity 
does not automatically translate to a pro
portional commitment to safeguarding natu
ral resources. Indeed, environmental protec
tion is very often sacrificed in the name of 
economic development. 

Rather than blindly rely on economic 
growth to solve Mexico's environmental cri
sis, the negotiators of the FT A should incor
porate specific funding mechanisms into the 
agreement and specify means by which those 
funds will be directed to the protection of 
the environment. 

Third, an enforcement mechanism must be 
incorporated into the text of a North Amer
ican Free Trade Agreement. Ideally, these 
enforcement mechanisms would be directly 
linked to the trade benefits accr.uing from 
noncompliance with environmental stand
ards. For example, countervailing duties 
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could be levied on polluters on the grounds 
that noncompliance amounts to an unfair 
trade subsidy to the polluter. Tariff-free 
treatment under the FTA could be revoked 
for the products of a polluting industry. Or, 
citizens or public interest groups of either 
country who are injured or who suffer prop
erty damage as a result of the operations of 
a U.S. owned firm could be allowed to sue 
corporations for damages under U.S. law. 

A North American Free Trade Agreement 
must also provide for very specific protec
tions of existing environmental laws and reg
ulations in the United States. State and 
local governments must be allowed to have 
higher environmental standards than pro
vided for in the free trade agreement without 
risking attack on them as an unfair trade 
practice. This is already permitted in the 
United States where, for example, California 
has higher emission control standards than 
those established by the federal EPA. Michi
gan or Illinois car manufacturers must meet 
California standards in order to sell 0ars in 
California. Mexico's own 1988 environmental 
law embodies a very similar principle and 
permits state and local governments to de
velop their own standards in some areas. 

Measures to assure that these differing 
standards are implemented for environ
mental as opposed to protectionist reasons 
can be established. It can be demonstrated 
through legislative history that the ban on 
imports of tropical woods, for example, is 
truly an environmental measure and not one 
intended to specifically ban certain Mexican 
exports. 

Protection of higher local standards can 
also be safeguarded from charges that they 
are really unfair trade practices if these 
standards are found to be imposed on all U.S. 
domestic producers as well as Mexican or Ca
nadian producers. 

A North American Free Trade Agreement 
should also permit legitimate conservation 
measures, even to the extent that they may 
benefit a domestic industry. This is of par
ticular concern now since challenges under 
the provisions of the GATT have been made 
by countries in recent years. Mexico, for ex
ample, claims that the U.S. ban on the im
port of tuna caught with nets that also catch 
dolphins that was instituted pursuant to the 
Marine Mammals Protection Act is an unfair 
trading practice designed to protect the U.S. 
tuna industry. 

Similarly, the U.S. has charged Canada 
with an unfair development subsidy in con
nection with British Columbia's provincially 
funded tree planting program on public 
lands. Reforestation or stipends to farmers 
using rotational crop planting for resource 
conservation management should be per
mitted under a free trade agreement and 
considered exempt from challenge as non
tariff trade barriers. 

In sum, there is much that can and should 
be done to protect the environment in a free 
trade agreement. Environmental protection 
is a legitimate concern of governments and 
should not be sacrificed in the search for free 
trade. 

PUERTO RICO LANGUAGE LAW IS 
CRITICIZED 

HON. JAIME B. RISTER 
OF PUERTO RICO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21,1991 

Mr. FUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise again 
today in response to some unfortunate and 
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harsh remarks made on the floor yesterday by 
my colleague from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
SCHULZE] who again criticized the new lan
guage law in Puerto Rico by linking it to sec
tion 936 of the Internal Revenue Code. That 
section of the Tax Code has over the years 
provided the major impetus for Puerto Rico's 
rapid economic development. 

But the new language law, Mr. Speaker, is 
nothing more than a reaffirmation of the exist
ing realities in which Spanish is the vernacular 
of Puerto Rico. As I explained to my col
leagues here at some length on April 9, the 
new law signed into effect by Gov. Rafael Her
nandez Colon on April 5 has been incorrectly 
portrayed by some in the Congress and in the 
national press as a potentially divisive one be
tween the United States and Puerto Rico. But 
this new law does not prohibit the use of Eng
lish in Puerto Rico. It is not an exclusionary 
law, nor does it purport to adopt impositions 
and restrictions similar to those favored by 
groups supporting "English Only" legislation in 
the United States. We in Puerto Rico have 
made this point clear many times. 

Thus, Mr. Speaker, for my colleague from 
Pennsylvania to say, as he did yesterday, that 
"While Puerto Rico gladly accepts all kinds of 
subsidies from the U.S. Government, it harshly 
criticizes American culture, customs, and lan
guage" is itself gratuitously harsh. My col
league followed that broadside by asserting: 

Given such demeaning treatment of Amer
ican ways, should the United States continue 
to subsidize Puerto Rico? For example, sec
tion 936 of the Tax Code may provide jobs 
and growth in Puerto Rico, but it also costs 
American taxpayers about $2 billion a year. 
If Gov. Hernandez Colon and Puerto Rico do 
not want any part of American culture and 
language, then they certainly do not want 
any part of American handouts! 

Mr. Speaker, I am appalled at such a gross
ly distorted picture of Puerto Rico and the 3.6 
million United States citizens who live there, 
not to mention the 15,000 valiant men and 
women of the military from Puerto Rico who 
put their lives on the line in Operation Desert 
Storm in the Persian Gulf. Surely, I would not 
make similar denigrating comments about the 
the residents of Pennsylvania, and I am sure 
my colleagues from across the land would rise 
up in unison were such a gratuitous attack 
made. 

That aside, Mr. Speaker, I once again want 
to assure my colleagues, as I did on April 1 0, 
1991, that section 936 is not only working well 
in Puerto Rico but also throughout the Carib
bean Basin, with the use of 936 funds. My col
league from Pennsylvania [Mr. SCHULZE] has 
introduced a bill which would phase out sec
tion 936. But the record clearly shows that it 
is in the best interests of both Puerto Rico and 
the United States for section 936 to continue. 
I went to great lengths on April 1 0 to explain 
why this is so. In short, Mr. Speaker, section 
936, as is the case with other Federal assist
ance received by Puerto Rico, represents not 
so much the easy label of handouts as it rep
resents efforts that also serve vital United 
States interests. 

Thus, Mr. Speaker, I exhort my colleagues 
to examine the record anew about section 
936. And I urge them to keep Puerto Rico's 
new language law in perspective. Your fellow 
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American citizens in Puerto Rico deserve no 
less. 

JOE RAUH RETIRES 

HON. DON EDWARDS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21,1991 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. Speaker, 
the noble series of civil rights laws that enable 
the United States to stand proudly in world so
ciety had their beginnings in June 1941, when 
President Franklin D. Roosevelt signed the 
Executive order barring employment discrimi
nation in the war production plants. A. Philip 
Randolph had urged the President to issue the 
order. A young lawyer, Joseph L. Rauh, pre-
pared the draft. . 

That was only the beginning of the enor
mously effective activities of America's fore
most civil rights leader. At the end of World 
War II the South, including Washington, DC, 
was segregated. Laws permitted and even en
forced segregation of schools, housing, and 
public facilities. It was the American version of 
apartheid. 

Joe Rauh, Clarence Mitchell, Roy Wilkins, 
and others began their crusade here in Wash
ington, DC. They were determined to deseg
regate the Nation's Capital City as the model 
for the rest of the country. They did, against 
unbelievable hostility, threats, and the implac
able traditions of the preceding decades. 

The same determined coalition in 1950 es
tablished the Leadership Conference on Civil 
Rights. Its leaders were Roy Wilkins and Clar
ence Mitchell. Its general counsel was Joe 
Rauh. Joe has been the organization's only 
general counsel. He has guided the civil rights 
movement through 41 years of splendid suc
cesses, the Omnibus Civil Rights Act of 1964, 
the 1965 Voting Rights Act, the 1968 Fair 
Housing Act, and all of the Federal initiatives 
designed to create for all our people a fair and 
just society. 

None of these victories was easy. Each 
challenge was met with angry opposition from 
well entrenched and powerful persons and or
ganizations. In all of these contests, it is im
portant to note, that Joe was supported, com
forted, and encouraged by his wife, Olie, who 
we all love and admire as we do Joe. 

On a personal note, Mr. Speaker, I have 
been fortunate in having Joe and Olie Rauh 
as personal friends for more than 30 years. 
When there has been stress in my life, they 
have brought comfort. In my work as a mem
ber of the House Judiciary Committee, Joe 
has always been a learned and wise advisor. 

On March 31 , 1991 , Joe Rauh submitted his 
resignation as general counsel of the Leader
ship Council on Civil Rights. With deep regret 
but with moving tributes, Ben Hooks, the 
present chair, accepted the resignation and at 
the Conference's annual dinner on May 17, 
1991 , Joe Rauh responded to the avalanche 
of tributes and thanks, and expressions of 
deep affection in remarks reprinted below: 

RESPONSE TO TRIBUTES AT LCCR BANQUET 
(By Joseph L. Rauh, Jr.) 

Tonight I know it is I who has been the 
lucky one over the years. As I look back over 
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a half century, I am certain the civil rights 
movement has brought me far more than I 
was ever able to bring to it. 

I think back to Easter Sunday in 1939, 52 
years ago, when Olie and I went to the Lin
coln Memorial to hear Marian Anderson sing 
after she had been barred from Constitution 
Hall by DAR racism. Only last week we had 
the chance to recall that 1939 event with 
Miss Anderson herself. What a privilege it 
was to talk to that beautiful unembittered 
spirit. 

Again I think back 50 years to June 1941 
when as a young New Dealer I was given the 
opportunity to prepare a draft of the 
Excutive Order A. Philip Randolph extracted 
from President Roosevelt barring employ
ment discrimination in the emerging war 
production plants. After the war I had the 
good fortune to become Mr. Randolph's law
yer. It's now 1950 and together we integrated 
railway labor by forcing the Railway Labor 
Executives Association to accept the Sleep
ing Car Porters as members. We won that 
battle late one evening. 

Standing at the Northwest corner of 14th 
and K Street a few minutes later, I said, 
"Mr. Randolph, I don't know about you, but 
I sure need a celebratory drink." "Where 
shall we go, Mr. Raw?" (he never could pro
nounce my name). I said we could go to the 
railroad station courtesy of a recent Su
preme Court decision or to my home where 
my wife would be honored by your presence. 
He looked at me through sad eyes and said, 
"Mr. Raw, we have just had a symbolic 
drink, I bid you goodnight." With that he 
vanished into the night, the most dignified 
and sensitive man I have ever known. 

Still again I think back 40 years to the 
early days of the coalition we celebrate to
night, the Leadership Conference on Civil 
Rights, with its great leaders Roy Wilkins 
and Clarence Mitchell, the predecessors of 
our worthy leader today, Ben Hooks. Yester
day, Olie and I visited Clarence's widow, Jua
nita, in Baltimore. Though almost totally 
paralyzed from a tragic fall, this courageous 
woman asked me to tell you that she'd be 
here at our banquet next year to carry on 
the fight to which Clarence had dedicated his 
life. 

And then, too, I think back almost 30 years 
to 8:00 AM on the morning of the great 
March here in Washington in August, 1963. 
The leaders of the March were riding to Cap
itol Hill in a big limousine and I happened to 
be seated next to Martin Luther King. 

Bleary eyed, without breakfast, and won
dering what to say, I asked Dr. King if his 
speech was finished and what he planned to 
say that afternoon. He said he hadn't had 
much time to work on his speech and, of 
course, he didn't need much time. Although 
few knew it back then, Dr. King had already 
given that speech twice before. And what a 
speech it was-teaching Blacks to hope and 
whites to care and changing America for
ever. 

But now, as I stand here tonight, I think 
mostly of the friendship bestowed upon me 
by the people in this room and the happiness 
I've had in working with you so long-each 
and every one of you. I am, as I said, the 
lucky one. 

Together we forged a revolution in the law 
of our country from a legal system that sup
ported segregation and discrimination to one 
that bars both those cruel blots on our Na
tion. 

Together we dreamt of a fairer and more 
equitable society built on the firm founda
tion of this new legal system. 
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Together we worked to make those dreams 

come true and our determination to do so re
mains unshaken. 

So it's not goodbye tonight for I'm not 
going away; it's just the realization that a 
younger person can do the job I love so m\lch 
better than I can. I leave you with the opti
mism of this hymn of hope: 
What is the memory that's valued so highly 
That we keep alive in our flame 
·What's the commitment to those who have 

died 
When we cry out "They've not died in vain." 
We have come this far always believing 
That justice will somehow prevail. 
This is the verdict, this is the promise 
And this is why we will not fail. 

TRIBUTE TO JOSEPH EDWARD 
KASPERSKI ON HIS RETIREMENT 

HON. WilliAM 0. UPINSKI 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21, 1991 

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, it gives me 
great pleasure to pay tribute to a member of 
the Fifth Congressional District of Illinois, Mr. 
Joseph Edward Kasperski. On June 8, 1991, 
Mr. Kasperski will retire from the Cicero Board 
of Education after 15 years of dedicated serv
ice, an accomplishment worthy of special rec
ognition. 

Joseph Edward Kasperski was born in Cic
ero, IL, where he has spent most of his life, 
serving to better the community. As a young 
boy, he attended Columbus and Saint Mary of 
Czestochowa Schools. He graduated from 
Morton High School and went to work for the 
Chicago Sun Times newspaper in the pro
motion department. .He was drafted into the 
United States Army during the Korean conflict 
where he was a chaplain's assistant. 

Upon returning home, he attended the Uni
versity of Illinois where he earned a bachelors 
degree. He later enrolled at Loyola University 
where he attained his master degree in edu
cation and supervisory certificate. 

Mr. Kasperski began his teaching career in 
1956 at Central School in Tinley Park where 
he taught fifth grade. He then transferred to 
Memorial School where he became principal. 

As a young man, he became very active in 
community and educational associations such 
as the March of Dimes, the Hawthorne Park 
District Board and Saint Mary of Czestochowa 
Church. He has been a member of the Illinois 
Association of School Business Officials for 
many years. As a District 99 Board of Edu
cation member, he brought chocolate milk and 
computerized attendance records to the Cic
ero Schools. Mr. Kasperski also served on the 
Hillside School District Board of Education 
from 1987 to 1989. 

Among his hobbies has always been his 
love for horse racing. Over 2 years he has 
been an owner, trainer and breeder of fine 
race horses. Four of his sons have carried on 
this desire, working with horses as a trainer, 
an assistant trainer, and an assistant racing 
secretary. , 

Joseph Kasperski's commitment to his com
munity and family is impressive and deserving 
of special recognition and honor. I am sure 
that my colleagues will join me in expressing 
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congratulations to Mr. Kasperski for his many 
years of selfless dedication, loyalty, profes
sionalism and priceless contributions to his 
community. I wish him well on his retirement 
and hope his life continues to be an adventure 
full of pleasant memories. 

PROLIFERATION PROFITEERS: 
PART 16 

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21, 1991 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, today I am plac
ing into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD the 16th 
in my series of case studies on foreign firms 
which have aided the nuclear weapons pro
gram of developing countries. 

Over the last two decades, questionable nu
clear wheeling and dealing has allowed coun
tries like Pakistan, Israel, India, and South Af
rica to build nuclear weapons. These nations, 
along with Brazil and Argentina have also be
come suppliers of nuclear equipment, mate
rials, and technology. Our task now is to pre
vent proliferation from going any further, be
fore Iran, Iraq, Algeria, and North Korea ac
quire the ultimate weapon. 

In February, I introduced the Nuclear Non
Proliferation Enforcement Act, H.R. 830. 
Under this legislation, any foreign firm found 
selling nuclear equipment, materials, or tech
nology or dual-use nuclear items would have 
its goods barred from entering the United 
States. We can hit these proliferation profit
eers in the one place they care about-the 
bottom line. 

This bill has been endorsed by leading ex
perts in the nonproliferation field and currently 
has 38 cosponsors. 

FIRM 4: NUKEM GMBH (GERMANY) 

Nukem GmbH, with many major facilities 
centered around Hanau. is one of Germany's 
largest nuclear enterprises involved in nu
merous areas of the nuclear power and the 
sensitive nuclear fuel cycle industries. 
Nukem's operations in the nuclear sector are 
global and include major transactions in the 
nuclear fuels of uranium (at various stages 
of enrichment) and plutonium. Some of 
Nukem's exports have caused concern. For 
instance, in 1987 Nukem received the German 
government's "rubber stamp" to export 
three electronic testing devices to South Af
rica potentially useable in the nuclear weap
ons program. A second permit was issued in 
May 1988. On other occasions. Nukem has 
been accused of bypassing international 
agreements on the transfer of uranium as 
when it delivered U.S.-embargoed uranium 
to the United States from South Africa by 
changing certificates of origin while en 
route. Of course, Nukem's legitimate trade 
relations with the United States have been 
considerable. Over the years, the firm has re
ceived under U.S. license large quantities of 
enriched uranium and has conducted busi
ness with major U.S. public service utilities, 
such as Rochester Gas & Electric Corpora
tion and American Electric Power Corpora
tion. Nukem holds 100 percent share in its 
U.S. subsidiary Nukem Inc. and through 1988 
these two companies together dominated the 
greater percent of world trade in critical nu
clear materials. 
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In addition to several European companies, 

Nukem holds major shares in important Ger
man nuclear industrial firms such as Alkem 
GmbH, Reaktor-Brennelement Union GmbH, 
and Uranit GmbH. Until early 1988, Nukem 
also held a two-thirds share of the nuclear 
materials transport firm Transnuklear 
GmbH. At that time the company experi
enced a major corporate shakeup with its 
management being taken over by the Nukem 
parent firm Degussa AG. This reorganization 
took place after Nukem was caught up in the 
major nuclear industry scandal that engulfed 
its Transnuklear subsidiary late in 1987. Sev
eral top executives of Nukem and 
Transnuklear were charged with illegal 
waste handling and corruption, and were in
vestigated for suspicions of having trans
ferred nuclear weapons-related materials to 
Pakistan, Libya, or Sudan. Although the 
later allegations were never proven, Nukem 
was forced to dispose of all nuclear fuel han
dling division while spending millions to pro
mote the image of a "New Nukem" to a pub
lic and nuclear industry whose confidence in 
the organization had plunged precipitously. 

Sources: Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, 
4189, pp. 21-27 by Dan Charles; Nucleonics 
Fuel, 1125/88, pp. 1, 7 by Mark Hibbs; Nuclear 
Fuel, 3/21188, p. 9; Nuclear Fuel, 414188, pp. 3-
4, 10/3188 by Eric Lindeman; Nuclear News, 31 
88 pp. 88-92, 8.89, p. 154; Nucleonics Week, 9/ 
21189, p. 3 by Mark Hibbs; Nucleonics Week, 21 
18/88, 1, 10-11 by · Mark Hibbs & Ann 
MacLachlan; Der Spiegel, 1118/88, pp. 18-30, 61 
12188, pp. 70-86, 11129/89, pp. 33-35; Die Ziet 
(Hamburg), 3114/88, pp. 32-39 by Horst Bieber, 
et al. 

INTRODUCTION OF THE AIR TRAF-
FIC CONTROLLER INCENTIVE 
AND RETENTION ACT 

HON. GEORGE E. SANGMEISTER 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21,1991 

Mr. SANGMEISTER. Mr. Speaker, today I 
have introduced legislation that will help insure 
the safety and confidence of the U.S. flying 
public. The Air Traffic Controller Incentive and 
Retention Act will remedy a problem which 
has plagued the stability of our Nation's air 
traffic control system for nearly a decade-the 
inability to recruit and retain ·competent, quali
fied personnel. 

It is a sad fact that our country's air traffic 
controller work force is still below 1981 pre
strike levels. Especially troubling is the lack of 
full performance level controllers [FPL's], 
which have fallen as much as 2,000 short of 
the congressionally mandated level. My legis
lation would help correct this problem by rais
ing the controller pay differential from 5 to 15 
percent, offering premium pay for Saturday 
work, and eliminating the age limitation on vol
untary retirement for controllers with 20 years' 
service. 

Mr. Speaker, the Washington Post reported 
today that the Federal Government will take 
virtually all of the blame for a February runway 
crash that killed 34 people in Los Angeles. 
The reason: A USAir jet was cleared to land 
by the Federal Aviation Administration air traf
fic controller who did not see a Skywest com
muter plane already on the runway. 

I understand that human error is something 
we cannot eliminate completely and I am not 
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suggesting that my bill will prevent any and all 
future air tragedies. What I am suggesting is 
that this Congress should make a real effort to 
provide incentives to attract and retain the 
highest quality personnel possible for this 
most critical position. The safety of the public 
is well worth the modest cost of this proposal 
and I urge all of my colleagues to join me in 
this effort. 

My thanks to the National Air Traffic Con
trollers Association for their assistance in pre
paring this legislation. Their expertise and in
sights in bringing this problem to my attention 
were most helpful. 

SALUTING HENRY BARRIENTES OF 
HIGHLANDS, TX 

HON. JACK f1EIDS 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21, 1991 

Mr. FIELDS. Mr. Speaker, Henry Barrientes 
of Highlands, TX, is a young man in my con
gressional district who recently graduated from 
high school. There's nothing unusual about 
that. 

But what is unusual, and what I wanted to 
bring to the attention of my colleagues, is the 
fact that Henry did so without missing 1 day 
of school, from kindergarten through high 
school. On May 16, he graduated from Ross 
S. Sterling High School in Baytown, TX, with 
his perfect attendance record intact. 

Henry is the son of Mary Ann Barrientes of 
Ferol Lane in Highlands. As an eighth grader 
at Highlands Junior High School, Henry was 
honored after completing the eighth grade 
while maintaining his perfect attendance 
record. Although I'm not certain, I suspect that 
that earlier recognition may have been ac
corded Henry because no one seriously 
thought he could maintain such a record for 
another 4 years. 

Well, if that were the case, Henry proved 
them wrong. At a time when so many young 
men and women are tempted to drop out of 
school, Henry's accomplishment inspires all of 
us. I know, Mr. Speaker, that you join with me 
in congratulating him for his great achieve
ment, and wishing him success in all his future 
undertakings. If his dedication while attending 
school is any indication-and I suspect that it 
is-1 am sure Henry will accomplish many 
other great things in the years ahead. 

DID FARMERS SOW THE 
LANGUAGE CROP? 

HON. E de Ia GARZA 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21, 1991 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I have 
often come to the House floor over the past 
decade to explain the importance of agri
culture to our Nation. All too often we as a 
people forget the crucial role the development 
of agriculture and agricultural technology have 
had-and continue to have-on our world. 

Now we learn that agriculture may have 
played a key role in the development of lan-
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guages. I bring to my colleagues' attention two 
fascinating articles published in the British 
science journal, Nature, which was also the 
subject of a front page newsstory in the New 
York Times of May 9, 1991. 

These articles discuss a new study of the 
genetic patterns of modern Europeans which 
suggests that starting 9,000 years ago ancient 
farmers may have been the carriers of a com
mon language that gradually evolved into the 
Indo-European family of languages, which in
cludes English, French, German, Italian, 
Greek, and Iranian. 

This support for the agricultural theory on 
the development of languages is the product 
of recent research by Drs. Robert R. Sokal, 
Neal L. Oden, and Chester Wilson at the State 
University of New York. Through the analysis 
of human protein from more than 3,300 loca
tions across Europe, these scientists found 
that certain genes gradually became less com
mon as one moves away from southern Tur
key toward northern Europe. 

According to the New York Times article by 
William K. Stevens, 

This genetic gradient is presumably the 
sign of an original population whose genes 
were diluted as it moved out and 
intermarried with the hunter-gatherer popu
lations in its path. The migration routes 
suggested by the genetic gradient show a 
strong statistical correlation * * * with the 
spread of agriculture as known from the ar
cheological record. 

As most of us will remember from our an
cient history courses in high school and col
lege, the world's earliest civilizations began as 
nomadic hunters and gatherers learned how to 
domesticate plants and animals for their own 
consumption instead of constant foraging. 
Most scientists now believe that agriculture 
evolved in the Middle East, in ancient Meso
potamia and adjoining areas-what is now 
Iraq, Jordan, and Israel-about 10,000 years 
ago. 

The results of the genetic study published in 
Nature lends support to a hypothesis several 
years ago by Drs. Luca L. Cavalli-Sforza and 
Robert J. Ammerman at Stanford University 
who believe that agriculture was transmitted 
by the physical movement of people, not as a 
gradual exchange of information between 
neighbors. 

What the Stanford researchers theorize is 
that as people domesticated plants and ani
mals, food supplies expanded and so did the 
human population. Eventually the population 
outgrew the capacity of existing fields to sup
ply its needs, and these early family farmers 
were forced to move on to more productive 
lands. 

As new farms were established, the farmers 
gradually intermarried with the natives. This 
process began, the researchers say, in the 
Balkans and was completed thousands of 
years later as farmers moved into the western 
and northern fringes of Europe. In an interest
ing aside, another researcher, Dr. J.S. Jones, 
also writes in Nature that the Basques in what 
is now Spain seem to be the only tribe to have 
refused to intermarry with these frontier farm
ers, and consequently they remain genetically 
distinct from all other Europeans. 

Not everybody agrees with the so-called ag
ricultural theory of language development, and 
even Dr. Soval, et al, admit their study is only 
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a first step toward testing the hypothesis on 
the origin of the Indo-European languages. 
Unfortunately, these articles do not discuss 
whether early agriculturalists contributed to the 
development of languages eastward, toward 
the ancient cultures of India and China. 

Nevertheless, it is a fascinating subject that 
reminds us, as Ralph Waldo Emerson said, 
that "language is the archives of history." 

TAX COMPLIANCE AND SELLER
FINANCED MORTGAGES 

HON. FRANK J. GUARINI 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21, 1991 

Mr. GUARINI. Mr. Speaker, I am today in
troducing legislation that will expand reporting 
and thus improve tax compliance with respect 
to seller-financed mortgages [SFM's]. This leg
islation should substantially increase Federal 
revenues, without any new taxes. 

On March 29, 1991, the General Accounting 
Office recommended that Congress enact leg
islation to require buyers who deduct SFM in
terest to report on their tax returns the name 
and Social Security number of the seller. This 
legislation implements GAO's recommenda
tions with respect to seller-financed mort
gages. 

Under an SFM, an individual seller finances 
all or part of the buyer's purchase of the prop
erty. The buyer may deduct the interest pay
ments made and the seller must report the in
terest received as income. IRS rules require 
the seller to report the amount of interest in
come received from the buyer and the buyer's 
name. Similarly, buyers who deduct the mort
gage interest payments to sellers must report 
the sellers' names and addresses on their tax 
returns. However, the IRS cannot legally re
quire the buyers to provide the seller's Social 
Security numbers, nor require the buyers to 
send the sellers a notice that the IRS is aware 
of the interest payment made to them. 

A study conducted by the IRS in 1985 re
garding SFM's showed noncompliance and 
additional taxes owed in 11 percent of the 
cases. Most often, sellers understated their in
terest income. Less frequently, buyers over
stated their interest deductions. The study also 
found that IRS enforcement efforts were ham
pered by the difficulty of identifying the sellers' 
Social Security numbers and corresponding 
tax returns and comparing the interest income 
reported with the amount of interest income 
deducted on the buyers' returns. 

Requiring reporting of Social Security num
bers has proven to be a very effective compli
ance tool in other areas, including dependent 
exemptions, alimony, and child care. GAO es
timates that a similar program for SFM's could 
raise up to $200 million per year. In these 
times of high deficits and public resentment 
against new taxes, it is incumbent on Con
gress and the administration to maximize Gov
ernment revenues through improved tax com
pliance. This proposal seeks to do precisely 
that. 
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SALUTE TO DORCAS T. HELFANT 

HON. OWEN B. PICKE'IT 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21,1991 

Mr. PICKETT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
recognize Ms. Dorcas T. Helfant, of Virginia 
Beach, VA, who later this year will become the 
first woman, and the first Virginian, ever to 
serve as president of the National Association 
of Realtors, America's largest trade associa
tion. 

The election of Dorcas Helfant to this impor
tant position caps a career in real estate that 
has spanned 23 years. As the president of 
Coldwell Banker Helfant Realty, Dorcas has 
not only been a successful broker but an ac
tive leader in her profession. 

She has been a director of the National As
sociation of Realtors for 7 years and is a past 
regional vice-president of that organization. 
She is also a past president of the Tidewater 
Board of Realtors and the Virginia Association 
of Realtors. 

Dorcas has not confined her activities to 
real estate. She has made numerous contribu
tions to her community through service to the 
Tidewater Council of Boy Scouts; the Virginia 
Beach Community Development Corporation; 
the Chamber of Commerce; and Bayside Hos
pital. 

As a result of these and other achieve
ments, Dorcas has been named realtor of the 
year by both the local and State associations 
of realtors. 

Mr. Speaker, all of us from southeastern Vir
ginia are extremely proud of Dorcas Helfant 
for becoming the leader of this important na
tional trade association. As the first woman 
and the first Virginian ever to serve as presi
dent of the National Association of Realtors, 
we have every confidence that she will do an 
outstanding job. 

SPEECH OF THE HON. LOUIS 
STOKES 

HON. MARY ROSE OAKAR 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21, 1991 

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to 
submit for the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD the 
speech delivered on May 17, 1991, by my 
good friend and colleague, Congressman 
LOUIS STOKES, for the 161 st Commencement 
exercises at Case Western Reserve University 
in Cleveland, Ohio. 

Congressman STOKES, who is dean of the 
Ohio Democratic delegation, attended Cleve
land College of Western Reserve University 
before it merged with Case Institute of Tech
nology and became Case Western Reserve 
University. He received the Juris Doctor de
gree from Cleveland Marshall Law School. His 
congressional district includes the university. 

Congressman STOKES is currently serving in 
his twelfth term in the U.S. Congress. He is a 
senior member of the House Appropriations 
Committee, as well as Chairman of the House 
Ethics Committee. 
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The speech follows: 

SPEECH OF HON. LOUIS STOKES 

Thank you, Dr. Agnar Pytte. To the Presi
dent, Dr. Agnar Pytte, Mr. Allen H. Ford, 
chairman of the board of trustees, members· 
of the board of trustees, faculty, administra
tion, alumni, members of the 1991 graduating 
class, distinguished guests, ladies and gentle
men. 

Thank you Dr. Agnar Pytte, for your kind 
and generous words of introduction. It is in
deed humbling to be given the high honor of 
giving the convocation address at this great 
university. 

Before addressing myself to the graduating 
class, I want to congratulate Dr. Agnar 
Pytte, Mr. Allen H. Ford, chairman of the 
board of trustees, the board of trustees, the 
administration and the faculty for having 
produced this successful graduating class. 
The distinguished men and women who grad
uate here today are the fruit of your labor 
and go forth from this institution steeped in 
philosophy, ideology, tradition and are as 
well educated as any graduates anywhere in 
America." 

To the parents, families and friends of this 
class, you certainly have every right to be 
proud of the achievement of today's grad
uates. In many instances, only you, your 
families, and friends know the tremendous 
sacrifices, hopes and tears that it took to 
make this day and this dream come true. 
But in spite of whatever it took, I am sure 
that every mother and father in this audi
e~ce, every member of the family, and every 
friend is saying-it was really worth it! 

And now, I want to salute our graduates
the distinguished ladies and men who on this 
date become Case Western Reserve Univer
sity alumni. 

You must sit here today with very mixed 
emotions. I am sure that each of you sit here 
today, reminiscing over the time you have 
spent in this institution and what this day 
really means to you. This is a great day. A 
time to celebrate-to be proud of your
selves-your achievement-your ability to 
achieve-your somebodiness. Today, not only 
do you satisfy yourselves immensely-but 
you justify the faith, confidence and trust 
that your parents, your relatives, friends, 
neighbors, and teachers had in you. Not only 
are you proud of yourselves-they are also 
very proud of you. 

Perhaps at no other time in your life will 
you reflect upon your past with the sensitiv
ity which you manifest today. And, this is 
natural because in reflecting upon the past, 
you are measuring today in terms of that 
which is known to you. 

The future and the course of events it 
holds for you is an unknown. You have, how
ever, prepared yourselves for your emergence 
into the future, thereby equipping yourself 
to cope with both the known and the un
known. Therein, it seems to me to lie the 
basic purpose for which you acquired an edu
cation. 

I especially want to thank you for giving 
me the privilege of sharing this significant 
and auspicious occasion with you and for the 
honor of delivering your convocation ad
dress. 

As you sit here today, proud of your 
achievement, I hope that I can in some way 
challenge you. 

Just a few minutes ago, I was accorded the 
highest honor this university can give when 
Dr. Agnar Pytte conferred upon me an hon
orary doctorate degree. It is an honor I shall 
cherish for the rest of my life. And while this 
is the nineteenth honorary doctorate degree 
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I have received, I cherish it more than any of 
the others. Let me tell you why. 

In 1946, 45 years ago, I applied for admis
sion to this university. My application for 
admission was rejected. At the time I was 21 
years old, a graduate of Central High School, 
located in the heart of Cleveland's ghetto, 
three miles from where these exercises are 
being conducted today. I was a veteran of 
World War II and I had just returned to my 
home in public housing here in Cleveland. I 
was raised in Cleveland by my mother-a 
widow with an eighth grade education. She 
worked as a domestic and supplemented that 
income with a welfare check in order to raise 
and educate two sons without a father. 

At 21 years of age, having risked my life 
for my country, I now wanted an education 
in order to escape a housing project, poverty, 
and the abject hopelessness of living in a 
ghetto with no place to go. 

And so I dared to dream that this poor 
youngster could go to Western Reserve Uni
versity, the best university in Cleveland, and 
get an education and then someday be some
body. 

When my application for admission was re
jected, I was crushed so I visited the univer
sity to ask why. I was told that in their judg
ment I was the type of student that they felt 
might or might not be successful in college. 
They did not think I would be successful and, 
therefore, they were rejecting me. 

A very dejected and hurt young man went 
back to Central High School to report that 
he could not get into Western Reserve Uni
versity. Two people at my high school were 
distressed that I had been rejected. One was 
the principal, Dr. P.M. Watson, who is now 
dec.eased. The other was a lady named 
Ardelia Bradley Dixon who was the assistant 
to Dr. Watson. Both of them assured me that 
I should not have been rejected and that 
they would undertake the rna tter on my be
half. I have no idea what or how they did 
whatever they did, but thereafter, I received 
notice that I had been admitted to this uni
versity. I had hoped that this lady who be
lieved in me and whose fight on my behalf 45 
years ago enables me to stand on this plat
form today would be able to be here to see 
this today. Unfortunately, she is in ill health 
and unable to attend. 

Upon being admitted as a student, I spent 
two years here as an undergraduate. At that 
time, if you had two years of college and car
ried a 3.0 average or above, you could go 9-i
rectly into Cleveland Marshall Law School. I 
had the grade point average so I took advan
tage of this program, received my doctor of 
laws from Cleveland Marshall Law School, 
and the rest is history. 

The Louis Stokes story I have shared with 
you is typical of many other persons in my 
generation. We saw education as a neces
sity-a means toward an end-an oppor
tunity to get ahead. Many of us were first 
generation professionals-making a new 
mark for ourselves and our families. 

Whatever success I have had is in direct re
lationship. to the education I received here at 
this university. I am proud to be a part of 
the thousands of persons who not only are 
alumnus of this unversity, but have achieved 
and made a great contribution to this and 
other communities around the globe. 

As today's graduates, it is now your turn 
to go out into the world and to bring honor 
to this institution which today honors you. 
Remember that wherever you go and what
ever you do, each of us with degrees from 
this university share a common destiny-for 
the rest of our lives we share the successes 
and failures of Case Western Reserve Univer
sity as an educational institution. 
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I see my role here today as that of making 

you aware of the America in which you will 
live and work with your new degrees. 

In a national task force report entitled 
"Changing America: The New Face of 
Science and Engineering" we are told that 
our advanced industrial Nation-the Amer
ica we have taken for granted for more than 
a generation-is changing. More people are 
old, fewer are young, more come from minor
ity groups. 

Our industry is changing. We are not the 
world economic leader we were for so long, 
but a competitor with other industrial na
tions. 

Our educational system is changing. Al
though our colleges and universities are the 
envy of the world, they are becoming more 
and more dependent upon foreign students 
and faculty. Our pre-college education sys
tem has reached a crisis state in which U.S. 
students are no longer competitive with 
those in other industrialized countries. 

Our present scientific and engineering 
workforce-the foundation for U.S. techno
logical, economic, and military leadership
is eroding due to retirements and declining 
student interest. 

The authors of this report admonish us 
that one of our most urgent tasks is to 
strengthen our science and engineering 
workforce. 

In the year 2000, just nine years from now, 
85 percent of new entrants to the Nation's 
workforce will be members of minority 
groups and women. 

The Nation can meet future potential 
shortfalls of scientists and engineers only by 
reaching out and bringing members of these 
under-represented groups into science and 
engineering. America's standing and com
petitiveness depends on it. 

The report tells us that industry should 
continue to sound the alarm about how weak 
educational preparation of our youth con
tributes to the declining economic competi
tiveness of the United States, and support 
the national goal of raising the quality of 
mathematics, science and computer instruc
tion. 

America is changing particularly in the 
composition of its young. Blacks and His
panics are now 25 percent of our Nation~s 
school children. By the year 2000 they will be 
47 percent. This change has already occurred 
in some regions, such as California, New 
Mexico and Texas. In Dallas, Texas, students 
in the public school system speak more than 
70 languages. 

We were warned a few years ago of a 
changing America in the report of the Na
tional Commission on Excellence in Edu
cation entitled, "A Nation at Risk." That re
port told us that our once unchallenged pre
eminence in commerce, industry, science and 
technological innovation is being overtaken 
by competitors throughout the world. 

That report admonished us that the acqui
sition of a degree is not the end of education. 
The report said, "the search for solutions to 
our educational problems must also include 
a commitment to life long learning. The 
task of rebuilding our system of learning is 
enormous and must be properly understood 
and taken seriously": although a million and 
a half new workers enter the economy each 
year from our schools and colleges, the 
adults working today will still make up 
about 75 percent of the workforce in the year 
2000. These workers and new entrants into 
the workforce will need further education 
and re-training if they-and we as a Nation
are to thrive and prosper. 

As America's newest graduates, I urge you 
to look around the world. There is what 
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Marcus Raskin, in an article entitled "De
mocracy in the World's Streets," called a 
dramatic change occurring in world politics. 
The author in writing of this change says 
that it is being brought about by popular 
demonstrations. He names the Chinese, 
Poles, Soviets, South Koreans, Burmese and 
others who are voting with their feet. press
ing their governments into uncertainty. We 
could add to his list the Kurds, Latvia, Lith
uania, Yugoslavia, Albania and South Africa 
where people have shown their willingness to 
die for the cause of freedom and democracy. 

I am reminded of the words of the immor
tal Dr. Martin Luther King, J r. , who said "if 
a man doesn't have something he is willing 
to die for , he isn't fit to live." 

In many of these places throughout the 
world leadership in the struggle is by the 
youth of those nations. 

Some years ago, a great American Presi
dent, said: "let the word go forth from this 
time and place, to friend and foe alike, that 
the torch has been passed to a new genera
tion of Americans, . . . " now you are a part 
of today's new generation. Today you are the 
brightest, best educated, and best informed 
young people in America. In accepting the 
torch education will be your best weapon. 

Armed with your diplomas and your new 
education, I urge you to believe in your
selves. If I had not believed in myself, I 
would not be standing here in this capacity 
today. If others like Dr. P.M. Watson and 
Ardelia Bradley Dixon had not believed in 
me, I would not be standing here today. You 
must believe in yourselves and others will 
believe in you. 

I leave you this morning with the words of 
the great composer, Charlie Smalls, who so 
eloquently expressed this sentiment in his 
song, "If You Believe": 
If you believe with your heart you'll know, 
That no one can change the path that you 

must go; 
Believe you can make time stand still, 
And know from the moment you try-I know 

you will. 
Believe in yourself right from the start, 
Believe in the magic that's inside your 

heart; 
And you will have courage to last your whole 

life through, 
If you believe in yourself . . . as I believe in 

you! 

A TRIBUTE TO MR. HARVEY 
COHEN 

HON. ROBERT J. MRAZEK 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21,1991 

Mr. MRAZEK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor the induction of Mr. Harvey Cohen into 
the Port Washington Youth Activities Sports 
Hall of Fame. 

For the past 28 years, Mr. Harvey Cohen 
has been coaching lacrosse and football to 
youth of all ages through the programs of the 
Port Washington Youth Activities, Inc. In 1963, 
Mr. Cohen began coaching football and then 
one year later, started a lacrosse program with 
28 boys between the ages of 8 and 13. Within 
a few years, the numbers of participants grew 
so large that he formed the Long Island Midg
et Lacrosse League with neighboring towns 
until today this league has grown to include 
more than 70 teams. 
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In subsequent years, Mr. Cohen saw the 
growing interest in lacrosse and took it upon 
himself to expand the playing possibilities by 
beginning summer leagues in addition to post
high school and post-college leagues. Mr. 
Cohen served as president of the Port Wash
ington Youth Activities, Inc. for many years. 
Thanks to his efforts, this organization has 
grown to offer programs in baseball, softball, 
swimming, tennis, and wrestling, in addition to 
the football and lacrosse with which Mr. 
Cohen has worked so closely. 

"Harvey," as he is known to all in Port 
Washington, is in his own right a champion la
crosse player. He began this interest with the 
New York Military Academy and continued to 
play throughout his college days and later with 
the Boston Lacrosse Club. His talent and mas
tery of the game has been acknowledged 
through his own induction into the Long Island 
Lacrosse Hall of Fame in 1986 and to the Na
tional Lacrosse Hall of Fame at Johns Hopkins 
University in 1988. 

Through his dedication to lacrosse, football, 
and all competitive sports, Mr. Cohen has 
helped to instill a spirit of good sportsmanship 
and keen competition in many boys who have 
grown up to participate in high school, college, 
and international competition. His enthusiasm 
and drive have motivated a countless number 
of individuals to volunteer their time and tal
ents in the interest of our nation's youth. He 
is described as "a legend" by his colleagues. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that it is appropriate 
to commemorate the service and spirit of Mr. 
Harvey Cohen as he is honored at his induc
tion into the Port Washington Youth Activities 
Sports Hall of Fame on June 14, 1991. His 
service to the promotion of competitive, rec
reational sports as an enjoyable and edu
cational experience serves as an inspiration to 
citizens of all ages. 

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
CAPPING MEDICARE PART B 
PROGRAM COSTS THE MEDICARE 
BENEFICIARY PROTECTION ACT 

HON. BRIAN J. DONNELLY 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21, 1991 

Mr. DONNELLY. Mr. Speaker, In 1989, 
Congress enacted a major reform in the way 
Medicare pays for physician services. One im
portant component of the new payment meth
odology was volume performance standards 
designed to limit the rate of increase in physi
cian expenditures. I strongly supported this as
pect of physician payment reform. 

Today, the Subcommittee on Health of the 
Committee on Ways and Means will hold 
hearings on how well these volume perform
ance standards are working. Without question, 
volume performance standards are limiting 
physician expenditures. I think that the con
cept should be applied to all providers of Med
icare part B services, and I am introducing 
legislation to do so. 

Mr. Speaker, Medicare Part B Program 
costs are increasing at a rate of 15% per year. 
That is unacceptable. At this rate, Medicare 
will become the largest segment of the Fed-
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eral budget by the year 200Q-greater than 
spending on Social Security, national defense, 
or interest on the public debt. 

There are several reasons for this increase, 
but the most important is the belief by Ameri
ca's health care providers that they have a 
constitutional right to receive increases in pay
ments every year. They have all kinds of 
names for them: Market basket, updates, and 
other inflation adjustments which are driving 
entitlement spending, and Medicare spending 
particularly, out of control. My legislation does 
something about it. 

If enacted, my legislation could reduce the 
Federal budget deficit by as much as $18 bil
lion over 5 years. More importantly, since out
of-pocket expenses for Medicare beneficiaries 
are linked to program expenditures, the bill 
would reduce health care expenses for the el
derly by an average of $650 per person over 
5 years. My legislation is fiscally responsible, 
reduces the deficit, protects senior citizens, 
and puts limits on the fastest-growing entitle
ment program in the Federal budget. 

Mr. Speaker, every September, as the 
House would prepare to debate a continuing 
resolution, our late colleague Silvio Conte 
would rage about entitlement spending and 
the impact that it had on the deficit. The enti
tlements are out of control, he would bellow. 
He was right-and my legislation breaks the 
link between inflation increases and entitle
ment spending. I urge support for it. 

BATTLE CREEK URBAN LEAGUE 

HON. HOWARD WOLPE 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21, 1991 

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to pay trib
ute to the Battle Creek Area Urban League on 
the occasion of its silver anniversary. 

The Battle Creek Urban League is one of 
113 affiliates of the National Urban League, a 
remarkable organization that for 78 years has 
been committed to community self-help and to 
advocacy on behalf of those who are the vic
tims of poverty and discrimination. The provi
sion of human services, the building of inter
racial coalitions, and the promotion of an open 
pluralistic and integrated society are the prin
cipal missions of the Urban League-both on 
national and community levels. 

In Battle Creek, the Urban League got its 
start in 1965 when a study committee chaired 
by Evelyn Golden produced a report on the 
economic and cultural conditions of black peo
ple. This report documented wide gaps be
tween Battle Creek's white and black popu
lations in employment, health, education and 
housing. After generating a great deal of com
munity support and a $6,000 grant from the 
W.K. Kellogg Foundation, the Battle Creek 
Area Urban League began its operation in 
1966 with Milton Robinson as its first execu
tive director. 

For the past 25 years, the Battle Creek Area 
Urban . League has been committed to the 
elimination of racial discrimination and to the 
economic and political empowerment of mi
norities and the disadvantaged. The Urban 
League volunteers and board members give 
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active expression to their commitment to scr 
cial and political change through a vast array 
of programs, including the FORE Dropout 
project, cooperative efforts with Kellogg Com
munity Colleges' Job Connection Center, voter 
registration drives, the Labor Education Ad
vancement Program, the Youth Employment 
and Education Initiative Program, and a com
munity forum on "Strategies for Strengthening 
the Black Family." 

Mr. Speaker, the Battle Creek Area Urban 
League, under the current leadership of its 
outstanding Executive Director Joyce Brown, 
has an intense commitment to advocacy on 
behalf of those who are the most economically 
vulnerable. I feel privileged to be able to rep
resent the Battle Creek Urban League in 
Michigan's Third Congressional District, and I 
know my colleagues will want to join in con
gratulating the league on the occasion of its 
25th anniversary, and in expressing our heart
felt appreciation for the league's extraordinary 
record of service and commitment. 

WE NEED TO LEARN MORE ABOUT 
RETT SYNDROME 

HON. PATRICIA SCHROEDER 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21, 1991 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, a recent 
letter from Harry Hawkinson of Webster 
Groves, MO brought Rett Syndrome to my at
tention. In his letter, Mr. Hawkinson told me of 
a friend's 3-year-old granddaughter who has 
been diagnosed with the syndrome. 

The story he told was tragically similar to 
those of others who suffer from this terrible 
neurological condition. Rett Syndrome only 
strikes females, and the cause is presently un
known. There is no known cure. One of the 
many tragedies of Rett Syndrome is that the 
first symptoms appear at approximately 6 to 
18 months of age, typically in what seems to 
be an otherwise healthy, normally developing 
baby girl. After this period of normal develop
ment, (often including a few words of speech), 
there is rapid deterioration of mental capacity 
and motor abilities. What follows for those with 
Rett Syndrome is a lifetime of mental retarda
tion and serious physical impairments. 

The International Rett Syndrome Associa
tion is doing important work by providing infor
mation and support to parents. The Associa
tion also encourages research to find a cause, 
and eventually ways to prevent, control and 
cure this disorder. 

Too little is known about Rett Syndrome, 
which was first described in 1965 but was not 
studied extensively until the 1980s. I urge sup
port for further research into this devastating 
disorder which may affect one out of every 
12,000 to 15,000 live female births. I would 
like to convey my admiration to the coura
geous families affected by this syndrome and 
my best wishes to them and the other mem
bers of the International Rett Syndrome Asscr 
ciation on the occasion of their 7th annual 
convention from May 30 until June 2 in Key
stone, CO. 
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TRIBUTE TO SENATOR ABRAHAM 
BERNSTEIN 

HON.· JAMFS H. SCHEUER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21, 1991 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay a deserved tribute to a man of courage. 
Abraham Bernstein, State senator from the 
Bronx, NY, died this year after 30 years of 
dedicated service to my home State of New 
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two children, Jack and May. Richard Heard, 
the tradesman, distinguished himself as a li
censed plumber. 

Mr. Speaker, I offer my best wishes to Mr. 
Heard and his family on this truly wonderful 
occasion. 

THE SOVIET TRAVEL LAW AND 
SOLOMON RUVIMOVICH SMOLYAR 

HON. DAN SCHAEFER 
York. His great love for the people of the oF coLORADo 
Bronx is presently being returned by his grate- IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

ful constituents. Public School No. 105, in the Tuesday, May 21,1991 
Bronx, will be renamed P.S. No. 105 Abraham 
Bernstein School on May 30. Mr. SCHAEFER. Mr. Speaker, during the 

Abraham Bernstein was one politician who Gorbachev years, the Soviet Union has signifi
never forgot his roots. The son of Russian im- cantly relaxed its emigration policies. Last 
migrants, he worked from an early age in the year, some 400,000 Soviet citizens emigrated, 
family delicatessen for no pay. He went on to and 3.7 million went abroad on business and 
earn his bachelor's degree, and then his law private trips. 
degree from Brooklyn Law School. He was li- · The Soviet Union has come a long way 
censed to practice law in 1941, and he went from the days when dissidents and political 
to work for an attorney at a weekly salary of opponents were routinely imprisoned, exiled, 
$7. or shot. It is no longer unusual to see Soviet 

After his election to the State senate in opposition figures visit the West these days, 
1960, he opened a public office on White seeking support for their cause. This, Mr. 
Plains Road in the Bronx at his own expense. Speaker, is progress, and has greatly helped 
When some politicians went home after a hard to foster better United States-Soviet relations. 
day's work, Abe kept office hours from a p.m. Having gone most of the way toward institu
until the last person left. It was during these tionalizing these new travel freedoms, how
long hours that Abe learned the concerns of ever, the Supreme Soviet-parliament-failed 
his constituents. three times last week to pass a new law on 

Senator Bernstein's community activities are emigration. Finally, the Supreme Soviet 
too numerous to mention in this brief space. passed the law on Monday, May 20, allowing 
Suffice to say that there was not a single travel abroad for virtually any Soviet citizen 
cause or constituent in the Bronx that he was who has permission from another country to 
not willing to help. He was a frequent donor to enter. 
several charitable organizations, and a dedi- This law has been in the works for 2 years, 
cated civic activist. and yet won't go into effect until January 1, 

It is particularly appropriate that P.S. No. 1993-a very long time for those who wish to 
1 05 should choose to take Senator Bernstein's exercise their right to travel. Unfortunately, 
name as its own. He was instrumental in set- there is still a secrecy provision in the law, 
ting up that school's Talented and Gifted Prcr which has been used many times to harass 
gram, which funds special educational prcr persons seeking to emigrate from the Soviet 
grams. During his senate career, he frequently Union. Until the new law goes into effect, and 
welcomed the students from p .S. No. 1 05, is honored in practice, the right of Soviet citi
and other district schools, to his office in AI- zens to leave their country will still not be le-
bany. gaily enshrined. 

1 applaud Public School No. 1 05 for return- One Soviet citizen who wishes to exercise 
ing the favor to Senator Abraham Bernstein, a the human right to travel, and emigrate, is Sol
fine public servant and community leader. omon Ruvimovich Smolyar. Smolyar, and his 

RECOGNITION OF THE lOOTH 
BIRTHDAY OF RICHARD HEARD 

HON. ROBERT W. DAVIS 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 21, 1991 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to pay 
tribute to a great Michigander, Richard Heard 
of Mohawk, who turned 1 00 years old yester
day. 

Mr. Heard was born in the small mining 
town of Negaunee, Ml, in 1891 and went on 
to distinguish himself in many ways. Richard 
Heard, the laborer; worked above ground on 
the lifts with the C&H Mining Co. of Calumet, 
MI. Richard Heard, the family man married the 
former Pearl Whitegraves and together raised 

wife Anna, live in Leningrad and have been 
rejected for an exit visa on the ever-present 
pretext of secrecy. Soviet authorities suggest 
that Smolyar learned secrets while working at 
the Joint ElectrcrAftomatika under the Ministry 
of Aviation Industry. The secrecy denial is ludi
crous because he dealt with matters that were 
made available at international shows, and the 
aircraft he worked on were sold to many west
ern countries. 

Last October Smolyar found out that he suf
fers from a cardiac condition which is not cur
able in the Soviet Union. Smolyar, who has 
been refused an exit visa until 1995, has 
threatened to commit suicide if he cannot join 
his sons who already emigrated from the Scr 
viet Union and live in Israel. 

In addition, earlier this month Smolyar was 
diagnosed with lateral amyotropic sclerosis, a 
disease with a very short life expectancy. 
More than 90 percent of patients with this dis-
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ease die between 3 and 6 years after the di- ment to implement it quickly. I hope that the In particular, I call upon the Soviet authori
agnosis. Soviet authorities will stop using the secrecy ties to let Solomon Ruvimovich Smolyar and 

I applaud the Supreme Soviet's passage of provision as a tool to harrass political oppo- his wife go, so he can spend his final years 
the travel law, and urge the Soviet Govern- nents and religious minorities. with his family. 


		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-09-12T11:26:20-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




